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PREFACE

“This book makes no claim 10 oriinality of thought, for is
purpose is only to introduce beginners to what the great
moralists have thought in the past and arc thinking Sy
about e other_ecl

inan
(extbook, because of i rich contibutions made by rwendeth
unlury ‘moralists both to the |nltrpl¢nnon of their predeces-
and to original ethical speculation. Most teachers to-day
e that the ‘sider intzodacuon, the best of which were
writien in the now unfamiliar language of late nineteenth
century Idealism, arc out of date, and the conviction that
a more modern introduction in simple language is
by undergraduates during their first year's study of cthics has
been my chief reason for writing this book.
Tt is fitting that I should thank all those whose teachings

and writings have becn uscd in this book; the frequency with
which the names of some moralists occur in the text o foot-
ot indicate thoe 1o whom L owe most. The arrangement

topics has been largely detcrmined by their order in the
syllabus for the first year's course in ethics, prescribed by the
University of the Panjab, in which I have been privileged to
be a teacher, and my own presentation of the subject has
probably becn influcnced more than I realise by a long use of

's Manual of Ethics, the text-book prescribed for

that course

T am especially grateful 0 my wife who, after carcfully
reading my seript, has poinicd out many passages which in
thei original fo wee likely o be misandertood by begin-
ne, 4 d has helped me to amend and to my sisters,
Misses Isobel and Mary Lillic, ho e unenakon
wearfome. g of correcting proofs.
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In this third edition, I have added a chapter on * The
Language of Edhics ", which has occupied 2 farge place in
cthical Qiscussions in- the last few yeats. 1 wsh to express
my gratitude to my colague, Dr. R W, Hepburn, of
the I§§;nm¢ t of Moral Philosophy in this University, who
read the chapter in manuscript, and made several
helpful suggestions.

King’s College,
p iy
March, 1955.
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Chapter I
THE NATURE OF ETHICS

§1. A Provisional Defiition
In ordinary conversation we often hear such statements as:
<He ought ot (o have done thi' 1 is 2 good thing to help
bours’, ‘He is a thoroughly good man’, ‘His

s bac jc was only dnmg his dmy‘, or ‘It is
iy right (6 speak the ruth.” tements arc
made they arc frequently eon(md-ucd by wmeom: hearing
them, and this by issell suggests that they are not as simple as
at first sight they appear to be. Ifa friend disagrees with my
latement that Smith s 3 horoughly good man, he may do so
for one of two (a) He may know facts about Smith's
behaviour which are nnknown to me; and if he tels me these
facts and convinces me that they are truc, 1 shall then be
ready to admit that Smith is in some ropect noua good man.
(b) Tt may be the casc, however, that my friend and I both
kriow the same fats about Smith, and yet I continue to hald
that Smith is thoroughly good, while my friend considers him
10 be bad. Now we are using the words ‘good” a
with different meanings, and, until we come to ome. agnc-

‘meanings, we are not likely (0 agree in our
This is just the kind of question with which
the truc meaning of such words as ‘good”
he which are used so commonly in
everyday conversation,  When we came 0 an agrecment as
10 the meaning of such words, other questions will arise.
possible for us to know whether
Smith is_good o k on what grounds Smith
should give up v ctivities which we have agreed o cal
bad, and should engage in those which we have agreed to call
igood. Al these and many other similar quesions are within
the scope of ethics.




2 An Introduction to Ethics

‘We may define ethics as the normative science of the con-
duct of human beings living in socictics—a mem whi:h
judges this conduct 10 be right or wrong, to be g
‘or in somic similar way. Tlus definition says, first o all, that
cthicsisa scltncc, and a scicnce may be defined as a systematic

and more or less complete body of knowledge about a par-
icular set of relaied events of objects. In this account of
science, the important word is systematic; scicntific knowledge
amm from the ordinary, haphazard knowledge of uncdu-
people in being arranged in a definite cohereat system.

X scichee alto aims ot providing as complete a knowledge of
its subject-matter as it can, although, in the present state of
knowledge, no science is perfect in this respect. At the same
time, the scientist may leave out details that he knows, in
order to give a simpler and clearer presentation of the im-
portant connexions of lhe facts which he studies. It is
gencrally agreed that a nowlcdge camnt be re-
*

arded as mm ic' n is accepted by tl 0 are
learned in the ar scicnce concorncd. in medicing, fop
example, the new curcs which are 0 convincingly adverised

Cannar be regarded as scicnifc und they have peon recog-
nized as effective by capable doctors. ~ Finally, the sphere of
a science is limited to one st of facts o ob)cc\s, no science
deals with all the facts known about the deal
with the universe as & whole is the work of 1 mmphyw or
philosophy, which is not a science. Each science has its own
[particular sphere; botany deals with plants, psychology with

Tinds, and cihics with ceytain judgements that we make about
human conduct.

The sciences which are studied in the laboratories of our
univenitics are descriptive o¢ positive sciencs.  Positive
sciences describe objects or phenomena as we observe them
with our eyes and other sense-organs, o in the case o mental
processes like desiring and il observe them by
introspection or looking inside our “minds. (‘ Phenomenon"
i fut he techical term for anyihing ihat can be obeerved fn
this way). There i in a pasitve science no queston of judg-
ing its ob)ecu in any way. If the botanist judges a cértain
plant to be good or bad, or even to be Deaudtul or ugly, he
K o Tonger doing the work of & botanist, whose business it 1
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to describe what he_observes without judging cither its
reality or its value. The psychologist describes the mental
processes like intention and willing which lead, to human
conduct, but 32 prychologis, he has no concern with the
goodness or badness of that conduct. There is a group of "
sciences, however, which do not deal directly with obsetved
facts but which deal, as systematically and completely as is
possible, with the standards or rules or norms or critetia by
which we judge certain objecu, and these sciences are called

ally with the standards by sehich we jodee sbiects of
tion, commonly sights and sounds, (o be heautiful or ugly.
Logic deals with the standards by which we judge yatements
to be true or falsc, and:cthics deals with the standards
yvejudge hurman actionsto be ight o wong. ) Then normauve
sciénces differ from the positive sciences
they do not merely describe the standards by w} which we )udge‘
they are also concerned with the validity or truth of these
standards. In ethics for example it is not enough to describe
the rules by which men have tested their conduct, such as
the Ten Commandments of the Hebrews; we also ask in
ethics why these rules are valid or on what grounds we ought

to obscrve them.
Ethics has been defined as the normative science of conduct,s
and conduct is a collcctive name for voluntary actions. In,
common specch we judge many things other than human
actions to be good or bad ; we speak for example of good wine
and bad luck. The words ‘good’ and “bad" are used am-
iguously in ordinary speech. A single science may
required to deal with them in all ther various meanings and
o distinguish thesc meanings from one another, and such a
scicnce is sometimes called axiology or the science of values.
We shall scc later that one cthical theory holds that what we
mean by calling an acton right or good i that it leads to a
result which is good in one of the vari 00d, and,
3 this theory be accepicd, a study of ethies would require to
be completed by a study of axiology. At the outset, however,
it will keep things more clear if we confine cthics to the study
of human conduct and Icave to axiology the study of other
things that can he called good or bad. Conduct does not
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include those human activitics like the circulation of the blood
over which most normal people have no control, but it i
cludes all voluntary actions. A voluntary action is an action
that a man could have done differently if he had so chosen.
‘Voluntary actions include all willed or volitional actions in
which i onsci ling like the action
of a student matriculating in @ university.  Voluntary actions
also include certain actions, where there may be no conscious
proces of willin at al, provided that dhe docr could have
Provented or changed the action by choosing (0 do s0. A
Fabitual action like a child's sucking of his thumb, or even a
refiex action like blinking in a strong light, may be voluntary
although the docr of these actions may not be thinking about
them at all. The doer, by attending to them and choosing,
could have done these‘actions diffrently or rffained from
doing them at all and so they must be regarded a voluniary.
Sometimes peopl try (0 excuse their wong acions o aying
that these actions were not deliberately willed of ch o,
when a man continues a dishonest business pracuee of his
 witbout thinking aboue i The quesion (or
s not whether such an action was deliberately willed,
Eutwhetier e doescoutd have prevented it by taking thought
aboutit. If he could have prevented it, the action can cer-
tainly be judged to be a right or 2 wrong action, although we
may admit that its degrce of rightness or wrongness may b
affected by its deliberateness, Conduct may include inward:
activiis ke molives and desires as wellas outward act e
e speccl ts of the doer’s limbs, and 0 these
e TR within s splwre of cthics. We so commonly
think of these as causing outward bodily movements that we
forgee that they too are activities and lisble to be judged
ad even apart from the outward movements they
e
Our proy | definition has limited the conduct with
which we deal in cthics in two ways.  We deal with human -
actions and not with the actions of the lower animals. It
may be admitted that there is something like human goodness
about a dog’s loyalty to its master, but psychologists are so
far from agrecing as to whether any of the actions of the lower
animals arc voluntary in the sense given to this word in the

3
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It pacagraph, that it would be umis ta add (o o compl
cations by including animal activities within the limits of our
Sublect. 'A more acbitrary imitaton is fhat of confining
thics o the study o the conduct of human beings lving in
me moralists would indecd go further and hold
{hat the standards of cthics only apply 1o th relations of men
with onc another; the conduct studied in ethics is not only
conduct done in a society, but conduct that affects some other
‘member or members of that society. It is worth while in-
cluding a reference 1o socicty in our definition to remind

ifi 3 is soci a human
being would not be a real human being capable of right and
wrong actions. Avistotle expressed this by saying, ‘He wi
is unable to live in socicty, o who has no need because he is
sufficient for himself, must be either a beast or a god.'t
Robinson Crusoe’s conduct in the solitude of his desert island
‘may be siill judged good or bad, but, according to this view,
these terms would obtain their meaning from the social en:
vironment in which Crusoe had lived before he found him-
sclf in an uninhabited island, and to which there was always

convenient to ormative science the
standards by which we judge all human activities including
hose hat appenr (o have no eftcs on other people or -

1 tiem, and it is difficult to think of another name
an ethics for such a scicnce. Yot commen wage wowld
cerwnly make a social activity like speaking the truth more
directly the concern of cthics than a purcly private activity
with no marked social effects like stamp-collec

ing. OF course such

e man who is fuung cannot
ind 50 far his a

share hi visitor,
judged by the standards of ethics. ation is onc that
‘may have to be given up on a fuller study of ethics, but, in

wwe shall find it an advantage to emphasize the
ound of the moral life, and to confine the
activitics judged in cthics to those donc with the normal
human background of social institutions and social relation-

ships.
2 Acistotle : Polities, Bk. I, Ch. 2 (1280 b. 10).
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¢ There are several terms commonly used in judging human
“actions by ethical standards, - We say that an action is 'good”
or *bad’, ‘right" or ‘wrong’, ‘moral” or ‘immoral’, We say
that we “ought’ to do an action, hat e *should” do it or
that it is our ‘duty” to
say that we ‘ought not’ to do it, we ‘should not’ do it, or it
“is our ‘duty’ not to do it. Of these terms ‘good’ and ‘bad’
are probably the most common, but they are also the most
troublesome. In the first place, they are used ambiguously
in common specch; not only are ‘good" works donc by the
pious, but the troublc-maker cnjoys a ‘good" fight, and the
successful burglar makes a ‘good’ haul [rom the safe which
he has rol l.kd, In fact, the word ‘good’ as commonly used
merely indicates an attitude of mind in favour of the object
or event to which the term good is applicd, and nothing more,
50 that almest anything may be termed good {anyone finds
himself in favour of its existence cven to a very li degree.
The ordinary man seems 1o distinguish such a Toose sorce of
from a more definitely moral sense, but even about the
monl sense there is a great deal of ambiguity. We certainly
of morally good conduct not mercly as that towards
whlch men feel a favourable attitude; it is in some sense
conduct worlhy of arousing such a favourable nmm o
conducz that ought to arouse such an attitude. This
m y saying that when we call conduct * good'
approaching it from the standpoint of value, but
suuly “value’ has just the same meaning as ‘goodners’ in
the widest nxlologxul use of that term. It is convenient in
cthics to use the words ‘good’ or *bad’ of an action, when we
are thinking of the acuon as leading to consequences, which
are ‘good” or ‘bad’ in some sense of thesc very ambiguous
terms, for cxample, wmq\uencu ‘which satisfy our desires,
but this limitation is hardly in accord with common usc.
The whole range of the meanings of ‘good’ will have to be
considered when we come to those ethical theories which
regard the ' goodnes’ or ‘rightness’ ofnn ullon as depending
upon its power of Drodcing 'good” ren
‘The words nghl' nd ‘wrong” luve no o such rd'cunu to
consequences, e used of actions that a
way * o thelr circamstances, 35 when we 5 Hy that a

H
2
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person said or did the right thing in an interview. The
Euiingnes of & righ action ofien Sppears 6. consit in fs
conformity to some rule, and the view that the moral life is a
matter of obeying rules s a very common onc. We think of-
an action as before a judge, and when he has passed his

ment, it is called fight. There are however other uses *
o[‘nghl than the moral ane; we us t commonlyin sexthetic
judgements, such as *
this dress", or *This word
In this acsthetic use, ‘right’ also suggests fittingness to cir-
cumstanees, but here this fittingness is an aesthetic one.

‘The word *right’ sometimes suggests that the action referred
to is in some way abligatory; the doer or other people fel
that he ought to doit. This is not always the case; it is right
for ' man to feel regret when his mother-in-aw leaves s
house, but no onc could say that he ought to do so, if his
feclings are not under his control, This sense of obligator-
ness is, however, definitely implied in the phrases *He ought
to do this’, or ‘It is his duty to do his’ amd it s ane facior
which inflacnces the doer in doing or not doing the action,
Such a judgement of ought-ness or duty is very different from
the judgement of goodness. We might all agree to say that
itis good o cat ice-cream on a very hot day, but no one would

say that we ought (o eat ice-cream, or that it is our
duty to cat ice-cream on a hot day, because we do not feel
any obligation o do 5o, unless we wish. It may be suggested
that svhat distinguishes an action which we ought to do from
one thatis that, when we ought to d i
he action is not only right but there are motives and in-
cions in the mind of the doee which would hinder hi
at the malaria pauenl ought to take
his daily dose of quinine, because the unpleasant st of the
‘medicine makes him strongly disinclined to do
e is possible for more than one action to be nghl at the same
hime. ‘Tt may be equally right for me to drink coffee or to
drink tea at breakfast; it may be equally right for me to study
economics or to study history in a university course. In s
cases we cannot say that I ought to drink coffec or that it is my
duty to drink tea or that I ought 1o study economics, o
itis oy duty tostudy history. These phrases imply that there




8 An Introduction to Ethics

and only one action which ht for me at the moment.
it my duty now to study history, then no ather action
would ¢ at m.s moment, o that to study cconomics
‘would be , in a rather more elaborate

way ol’spuklng, T m.y be able 1 say that it is my duty to
study either history or economics, but this would again imply
that to study ics, at least on this
would be wrong. The words ‘ought’ and *duty’ urulnly
apply only to right actions, but they suggest, if not imply,
certain other things about these right actions: (a) that they
are obligatory on a particular individual, (b) that there are
tendencics in the mind of the doer makxng him disinclined to
do them, and (c) dm one, and only one, action is right at a
particular moment

While these appar to be the dm.muom in coramaen specch
in the use of cthical terms, bered that there
may be a difference of emphasis or cven me mnnmg in the use of
u !I'mnl persons,  Some, like Kant, may feel
nce of the statement that a certain
ction is a man’s duly, or that he ought to do it, but the moral
judgement may arouse no such fecling in another man. The
‘business of the student of cthics is to try to reach meanings
which will be generally accepted by cducated people, and
also to limit these meanings so that the terms will be free from
ambiguity and our use of them free from inconsistency. Yet
ly to attain this in cthics, for ethical terms, un-
like the ltclmu:al terms of the sciences, are words in cofnmon
use on men's lips, and are liable to constant change in emphasis
and meaning.

§2. Moral Sciences

An attempt has been made in the last section to give a
definition of cthics, and to cxplain the various words used in
that definition. In the case of  subject like ethics, about the
subject-matter of which most people have some ideas, it is
even more helpful to distinguish cthics from the other sciences
dealing with human conduct with which it may be confused.

ere are certain scicnces m which we deseribe human
conduct without expressing a n about its value or
making any judgement sbow it At preent, the mo
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seientific desription of human conduct s probably that given
by psychology, and one school of modern psychology, the
behaviourist school, holds that the sole subject-matter of a
really scientific psychology is oonducl or behaviour. Mast
psychologists, however, hold the principal part of their ﬁeld
to be not so much the result nqmmem the iny

cesses, like intention and decision, which lead to aulwnd
conduct. One branch of psychology, now called social

b ¢

sociology, which may be defined as the science of human
society, and while the study of individual conduct has now
become the sphere ofsoial psychalogy rather than socilogy,
sociology stil has for its subject-matter the social institutions
d customs which form the background ofll human conduct
especially the conduct dirccted towards other human
beings which is the special concern of ethics. Anthropology
in its widest sense as the science of man includes human
conduct in its sphere, and a great deal of the work of anthrop-
ologists has becn the description of the conduct and customs of
primitive peoples. Indeed, the anthropologist has given so
much attention to primitive peoples that we are apt to forget
that anthropology deals pmpu’ly with all mankind and not
merely with savage peoples. And anthropology deals with
more than conduct; it deals with the physical and mental
charaeteristics of people which only affect their conduct in-
dircctly. These three sciences, psychology, sociology and
anthropology, all provide us with facts about human conduct;
and a general knowledg of such facts s 2 necesary pre-
liminary to making true judgements about buman conduct.
such a brief survey of ethics as that contained in this
book, it will be nccessary to make a restatement of certain
psychological and sociological facts in the sccond, third and
fourth chapters.  Yet just because these sciences are positive
sciences which avoid judgements of value of any kind, we
are not very likely to confusc them with ethics,

Ther is, however, one branch of positive science which isi
nearer to cihics than the rest. The sociologist or the anthrop-,
ologist may mot only describe human conduct and its
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conditions; he may go on to describe the opinions that men
Rave held in differcnt ages and in differnt places about their
own conduct and that of others, what ki

Pave commnly regarded as gooc and ight, 3nd whae ind of
actions they have rgarded 3s bad and wrong. This s what
;t;e sociologit Westermarck has done in History

snd s, e people in different countries and
different periods of history have thought right or have thought

iage. Now, here the sociologist
he is not judging of cealuating them in

o socologist may s e that polygamy
ideved rig

i
but is considered. wm by Christians, i 1.: has no right to
goon tosay that, in s ‘matter, the judgement of Christians
is true while that of Mohammadans is falsc or vice versa.
do so would be to leave the work of a ive science and to
take up the work of ethics. We shall sce in a Ialtr section on
the methods of elhlu that ethics must take into account the
opinions of ordinary men on ethical matters, and, 1o this
extent, ethics is dependent on this dcscrlpuve science, which
vie may label the * pcsn ive science of morals’. At the present
day the word *mor: used with a mmy of mzamngl. for
the science of ethics tsclf, for actions regarde
right, and for the Tules ‘according to which ‘vuch aciions are
done. It was originally derived from the hnn word ‘mores’,
meaning customs, and so may be appropriately used for
‘men’s customary ways of judging human conducl, ‘and that is
what we are describing in this positive scienc
“cthics", although it is md.mnly derived from a
Gnek word also meaning ‘custom’, has, by long technical
, been limited to the normative science, the science
wlnch tells not what men actually do and actually think it
right to do, but what men ought to do and what they Ouxht
10 think it Tight to do. In the normative science of cthics,
we study the nand:rds by which we judge actions to be right
and bad, or in the other ways mentioned in
the first section of this chapter. From another point of view
we ask what is-the real meaning of these terms, right and
wrong, good and bad, and the rest; once again we are not
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asking what people think they mean when they use them; we
are asking their true meaning or the only meaning in wr..a.
used correctly. Such an investigation
necessarily result in the discovery of standards or norms or
criteria by which right actions can be distinguished from
wrong actions or even better actions from good actions. Thi
overy and the establishment of such standards are d
primary tasks of the normative science of ethics.
The word ‘establishment" suggests that we cannot stop in
ethics with merely stating the meaning or logical connotation
of such terms as ‘good and ‘right" and ‘ought’, Even if a
perion kncw fully the characterstics f action impied by thse
terms, he wiight stll go on 10 ask: ‘Why ought I to do wlat is
right?" or ‘Why ought I to avoid what is bad?’ It may
the case that an adequate defnition of the terms *rig
‘ought’ and ‘bad" would supply the answers, bu
the case, the definition itsell oftcn implies a cert
the universe us a whole and of man's place in
of man's place in the universe that we can say that certain
actons are right, or that he ought 10 do them. Even
philosopher who main I terms
s not affccted by the rel ons to anyllnng else
is still holding a certain melaphysuul view of the universe, a
view that he will need to defend in order to demonstrate that
his cthical statement about goodness not being affccted by
relations is valid. Such a passage from science to philosophy
has alteady been suggested when it was said that the norma-
tive sciences *do not merely describe the standards by which
we judge; they are also concerned with the validity or truth
of these standards:. This surcly means the place of these
standards in the whole scheme of things. It is, for cxample, a
question for philosophy or metaphysics to decide whether our
udgements of ight and wrong are mercly customary opnions
are created by our human minds with no fixcd objective
or whether uuy state truths about the ulimate con-
ution of the universe, We may somewhat arbitrarily
it the word *ethics’ to the seience describing the standards,
but the student of cthics will soon find that the description
will develop into an investigation of the validity of the stan-
dards, and we may call this investigation ‘moral philosophy",
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the name by which cthics was most commonly denoted until
recently in the older British universitics. There can be no
-r:? division between ethics and moral philosophy; a more
profound study of the normative science inevitably raises
philosophical questions.

How far the mndard.l of ethics can be used in ordinary
‘practice to distinguish a right action from a wrong action will
Gcpend laxgely o the nature of these standacds but it has
been a_matter of common cxpericnce that there are cases
where it is very difficult even for the man experienced in
making moral judgements 1o tell which course of action is
right. One of the most familiar examples is whether a doctor
is right in answering a paticnt’s question with a false answer,
when he or thinks it extremely likely that a true
answer will aggravate the patient’s iliness or even cause his
death. The scicnce of applying the standards of ethics to
particular kinds of cases is properly called ‘casuistry’, and,
however this science may have been misused in the past, the
npylu:auon of ethical standards to particular kinds of cases is

tself @_perfectly legitmate and reasonable sphere for a
. The difficulties and dangers of this science of
w\lmry will concern us later. In the meanwhile we must
note that we are still dealing with knowledge and not practice,
with a science and not with an art.  The fact that the truth
as to what action is right in a particular situation does give
valuable guidance to a person in that situation as 0 what he
ought to do is not the dircct concern of the casuist, His
business is to reach true knowledge, nol to alter prac
In this sense it is possible to admit with
casuistry is one of the goals of ethical mvuug ion and yet
to deny that the aim of cthics is to affect or improve our
practice. It might be better to call casuistry applicd cthics
o call it practical cthics, for knowledge applied in
plrllcnlu circumstances is still the primary aim.
is, however, a body of knowledge collected with the
lpeull aim of guiding people in the practice of right conduct
or the art of living the good life. We call such guidance
“moralizing’, and moralizing is by no means confined to the
student of cthics, or even to the moral philosopher. The
1G. E. Moore: Principia Ethica, Ch. 1, §iv.
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moralizer has more oficn drawn his material from long
practical expericnce of life than from text-books of ethics or
nlwml philosophy; he is the sage or ‘wise man’, typically
o
human experience,
Proverbs in the Old Testament, or of the Anslects of Con-
fucius. Sometimes i imed that his moral maxi
duc to direct supermatural mspmuo.. ometimes the roan
himself is thought to have a ‘gift’, an unusual inborn insight
into such matters. The kn mvlcdge of ethics does have some
value for the moralizer; it gives him knowledge of the nature
of moral principles which can be applicd in the particular
casesin which b gives counsl, and & widih of outlook which
y help him to avoid bias and prejudice. It may indeed be
The duty of the student of ethics o use his knowledge of cthical
principles to engage in the * ime-honoured task of moralists
at present very largely neglected, to preach and to edify, to
inculcate new duties and devotions, or to make

conscious of old ones".t ~Yet the student of ethics may admit
that he lacks the more necessary qualifications for the task of
‘moralizer such as the necessary gift of insight or the long
experience of the ways of men with one another. The
preacher and the educationist have certainly much to learn
from cthics, but theirs is a different subject; we may call it
practical cthics or moralizing, and it is a subject the aim of
which s to afect and improve pracica conduc.

‘There still remains to be considerc ractice of doing
ight etions o what we may cal th artof vk life.
Mackenzic thought that it was not correet to speak of conduct
as an art,? but there are actually resemblances between good
conduct and such finc arts as painting or music to which the
phrase “the art of conduct’ draws attention.

() We learn to do what is right, as the artist learns to paint,
not so muck by a study of theary, as by long and pai
practice. We may admit that the understanding of cthical
principles is a help in the practice of goodness just as an under-
sanding of the nature of beauty may be a help to the pamter
'_| Findlay: Morality by Convention (Mind. N.S., Vol. LIII,

J s' Mackenzie: Manual of Ethies, Ch. 1, iv.
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in his art. At the same time the study of the great masters
and the deliberate copying of their methods arc of greater
use than theoretic study in both good living and painting.
And in both the chief secret of success appears to be
practice.
(L) Good conduct and the arts both directly cause changes
the world outside of us. We make things around us
different by doing good deeds just as the artist makes his
canvas different by painting a picture on it. The knowledge
of science and philosophy, of which ethics is one example,
has no such direct effect on the world outside. Such know-
ledge does affect the mind of the knower and in so doing
indirecily affects his outside activities, but conduct and the
fine arts are themselves activities dircctly changing the ob.
jective material world. Their aim is action and not
knowledge.
(¢) Good conduct resembles the fine arts in cither being or
producing something which has in itself beauty or ‘worth-
P hileness’ comparable to the beauty of a work of art. A noble
deed arouses in us something of the same type of admiration
as that caused by a beautiful picture or a ‘noble poem".
Sir Philip Sidney's gift of water to a dying comrade is 3
commonly cited example of this type of action.
There are, however, certain marked differences between
good conduct and the fine arts, and Mackenzie was drawing
& ention to these when he denied that good conduct can be
properly called an art. N
(3) An art is concerned with one particular type of activity
of a person, whereas good conduct is concerned with all a
person's, activities. The activity of the painter may be
Judged not only by the standards of art but by cthical
atandards; his picture though admittedly beautiful may be
evil in its influence. The clever burglary may satisfy the
astandards of the burglar's craft but is none the less morally

(b) The artist may practise his art at some times and com-
pletely neglect it at other times, but the good man must
practise goodness at all times. There can be no holidays in
the mon‘ life. Other arts share to some extent in this need
of practice; a musician’s neglect of practice will be a great
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hindrance in his art, but even then he does not need to keep at
his practsing all his waking life. The really good man,
however, must be good waking, sleeping or eating without
any interlude.
©) Good intentions are gentnlly thought to have no
relevance in the arts. We judge an artist not by what he
intends to produce, but by what he actually produces, but
in the sphere of morality we judge a man to be good if we
Dbelicve that his intentions would have normally resulted in
good actions, even although in actual cases circumstances
made the result different from the normal. We still
give the credit of goodness to a man who has tried to save a.
child from drowning, although he has actually failed to rescue
the child. We must not however exaggerate this difference
between good conduct and the arts. A man and his intentions
will stop being regarded as good if they repeatedly produce
bad results or no results at all, and the supposedly good man
whose actions always turn out badly will be treated with
sme contempt a5 the artist who regards himself as great but
produces any pictures. At the same time there is no
doubt that in judging in ethics we do take more account of
the motives and intentions of the docr of the action than we
do in judging works of art,

(d) An artist is a man who can produce a work of art; a
good man is a man who not only can but does do good actions.
At the same time, as we have alrcady suggested, the artist
who does not practise hn art will soon lose the skill that lluks
him worthy to be called an artist.  On the other hai
of the good man’s capacitics for goodness must remain un.
displayed until a suitable opportunity for displaying them

‘The winner of the Victoria Cross may have been as
we a man in the days of peace, but only the dangers of a
particular situation in war may give him the opporlm\uy
of displaying in action his own particular type of g
Here again the difference is one of degree rather (hﬂn o“und
In both artist and good man capacities must be ready to show
themselves in action when the opportunity ari

‘Our conclusion is that, whether we decide to all the living
ofa good lfe an art or no, it s certain that 1o lve righly has
fome the ans and them.
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As long as we remember the differences there scems no reason
why we should not refer to the art of good living.
are then six moral dscplings (10 e 3 term
may include scie;
of morals, describing m:n; mor:
counties and ages; (2) the normative
‘moral standards; (3) moral ophy exar
o these suandards by determining their place in the
universe as a wholc; (4) casuistry or applied cthics '\pplym;
valid standards to particular concrete cases;
or practical ethics, a discipline having as its del
improvement of conduct; and (6) the art or practice of
2 good life. In this book we are concerned primarily with the
normative science of ethics, but we shall almost certainly
in our study raisc questions which necd to be answered by
moral philosophy and we shall illustrate our cthical princples
by concrete applications of the kind described in casuist
We shall rfer tothe student o ethics 53  morali, although
this word is often used for the inoralizer as well

§3. The Data and Methods of Ethics
‘The English philosopher, Locke, said in a famous passa,
“But God has not been 50 sparing to men to make Them o ban:ly
two-legged creatures and left it to Aristotle to make thepy
rational. . ... He has given them a mind that can reason with.
out being instructed in methods of syllogizing.’s A similar
remark might be made about man's powers of dmmg\nsh.“‘
right and wrong; God has not Yok it 1o the professors of ethics
to maxe men discover the difference. It is not the business
ofthe moralist o create moral standards out of nothing; he
himself in a social environment where cortain moral
mndmss, however vaguely expressed and imperfect they may
be, arc accepted and these standards scrve as his data or
material. The value of the work of students of the positive
science of moral estermarck, is that they describe the
standards that do exist now o have existed in the past accur.
ately and systematically, and not with the inaccuracies lnd
the bias that have been the common characteristi
travellers’ tales. There certainly appear to be i ncondatencio
+ Locke: Concerning Human Understanding, Book 1V, Ch. 17,

losophy and art) : (1) a positive science
al standards in_different

B i .1.=
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and commdxeuom in thewe eblubed morol wandards
although modern sociologists are of the opinion that these
Rave been cxaggerated by those who. e i s
stand or describe them properly. It is the first business of
the student of cthics to reveal these inconsistencics between
generally acccpied standards and to show how these can be
remov ut making more than necessary alterations
i the accepied standsrde. The bew way of doing this is to
try 1o discover if any more general principles underlic these
standards, and this is the next step in his method.

do this very much in the hay that the physical acientist dis-
coversalaw.

accepted moral rules will suggest o e minddome hypothesis,
for cxample, the hypothesis of the hedonists that the actions
commanded by meral rules arc all actions which cause
plessure. He il s whether this hypothesis hlds generaly,
and he will apply rticular cascs with as varied
circumstances as pomble If he finds a large number
of cascs, where men have regarded actions as good which
clearly do not cause pleasure, he will modify or reject
his hypothesis. I it appears likely to meet all cases when
they are sufficiently understood, then he will accept the
hypathesis.

So far, however, the moralist is stll engaged in the task of
the deseriptive scicntist, and his cthies remains a natural
science. His aim is not to discover moral principles which,
as a matter of fact, are accepted by all men; his aim is rather
to discover moral principles which all men ought to accept,
whether they actually do so or not. His task is the critical
onc of secing which moral princples can survive examination.
One step in that examin: hat which we have already
mentioned  the moralist compares existing moral standards
10 scc if the inconsistencica between them can be removed by
wider principles. There are, however, inconsistencies which

be removed; a grest many people hold for cxample
that_monogamy is always and universally right, and that
no circumstances whatever can make polygamy right.
moralis has then to do something for which naturl science
provides no method ; he has to show at monogamy
E ivays ight or-that palygamy i sometimes right. "Th
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fact that a majority of mankind regard monogamy a3 al\\A)s
right, or the fact that this view fits in better with the other
moral opinions of most men may suggest its coreecinci, bit
they certainly do not prove its correctness.
¢ looks as if the moralist were left to decide the question by
his own direct insight or intuition, and it is certainly the case
thae direct or intuitive judgement plays a far larger part in
the normative sciences, and especially in cthics, than it does
in the physical descriptive sciences. A thinker may, for
see that monogamy is always right, and go on to
‘maintain that he will never accept any argument which will
admit of polygamy being right even in a single case.  Or he
‘may find it sell-evident that by calling an action good we mean
nothing clse than that the action causes pleasurc. We all of
us, ordinary men and moralists alike, have such intuitions,
and, as long as we have them, we must find a place for thein
in our cthical system. What the holder of an intition often
hing infallible about such an in-
jons contradict one another, one is
ne:esanly false, and dhis sometimes does happen,” If by
expericnce or ethical theory n that an intuition leads
to self-contradictory or absurd conscquences, then it must be
givenup. This s the form taken by a good deal of debate on
eﬂnul ‘matters. So long as the hedonist, for cxample, iy
to accept the comeqnen«s of his theory there is’ ny
refuting his theory. 1t is when his opponent can show him
that hedonism lcads to some conscquence that the hedonist
is not prepared to accept that the theory is shown to be false
A wider expericnce of lifc and a decper understanding of the
principles of cthics are likely to change a man’s intuitions.
Indced, these are the only reasons why the intuitions of the
moralist can deserve more respect than thosc of the ordinary
man. ‘The moralist himsclf will be the fist 1o say that the
intuitions of the common man, particulatly if they are widely
held, must be given due consideration, for the ‘man
t00 has experience of life and has engaged in some
refiection on moral matiers, and 5o his intuitons are not to
be despised.  What secms however to be selfevident bolh ©
the common man and the moralist is not always
find this to be the case in other spheres than e of mlnu,
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to the ordinary man in the scventcenth century the im-
possibility of sending a message from England to America
Dithin five mimutes was selfevident, but the modern invem
tions of telegraph and radio have changed all that. Te s, the

ncss of ethics to test our intuitions, both

o consistency among themsclves and by 3 crit

parison of our own intuitions wi nd e

ally with th incuiions which have found cxpresion in Videly
Yet, even after such testing, the final
Sudgements sill appear to be intuitive; in the light of all our
knowledge and experience we s that a certain course of
acion s right, o that 8 cerain standaed s universally valid.
We begin our study of ethics with intuitions that are vague,
prejudiced and inconsistent; we should end our study with
Intuitions that have established themselves by their coherence
with one another, (hcir Mlllive :Iixnnwm with (l\: ‘most

wnh which they come to our oo sher o wide i e

ence of life. Professor G. C. Field has pointed out that
e do ot begin a study of ethics with the more o 16 exact
definiions with which we begin 2 study of geometry. ! Just
as we begin a study of z00logy with a vague notion of what a
spider is like and end with an accurate scientific description
of cach specics of sp.an, 50 e begin cthics with vague in-
tuitions t ‘wrong, and should attain
to clear m:lghu o " abjective standards of righness and

Tt may be suggested that the analysis, which is wsed in the
physical sciences, and wi ny moralists try to use in
discovering the meanings of cihical terms, is not an appro-
priate method for cthical study at all. The goodness of a
noble action, like the beauty of a great picture, depends so
much on the action as  whel, that the picking out by analyss
ual h are good simply ignores the real nature of

the action’ ‘moral goodness. It may be argued in reply that
such analysis leads in ethics as in other sciences to a fuller
\nderstanging, and that the cscntial thing is only that our
final moral judgement should be made on the whole action
and not on its analysed elements. Such a final judgement
X The Place of Definition in Ethics. Proc. Arist. Soc., 193132, p.
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must be intitive, but it is an intition modificd by analysis
and comparison.

When we have arrived at a consistent system of moral
principles that appear to be self-cvident, and most moralists
‘would admit that they are not fully satisficd with own
systems, we may proceed in two directions. We may go in
the dircetion of moral philosophy and show the validity of
our principles by demonstrating their place in the nature of
reality as a whole ; or we may go in the direction of casuist
and show how these principles will be applied in the particular
circumstances and conditions of our own lives.

§4. The Uses of Ethics

Ethics is primarily a part of the quest for truth and the
motive for studying it is the desire for knowledge. In this

sciences where the practcal applications arc many and
auractive. We naturally want 1 know the truth abaus
things, and cthics aims at finding out the truth about some.
thing that is both interesting and important—the rightnes,
and wrongness of human conduct. Therc is o guarante
that the man who understands by means of cthical study the
difference between right and wrong will neccssarily follgw
the right. A theatre audience is always amuscd at the .
lettered man in a modern comedy who tries 10 save hiy
scholarly brother from choosing evil courses by reminding
him that he won a university prizc in moral philosophy?
In spite of the teaching of Socrates that knowledge is virtuc,
it is commonly recognized that a mere knowledge of ethical
principles is not sufficient to keep anyone in the paths of
virtue. It has alrcady been said that the cxample of
men's lives and the training: of practical experience are likely
to be more cflective influcr ces in producing good conduct,
At the same time there is no reason to doubt that, if other
influences are favourable, the knowledge of cthics will give
some help in the pursuit of goodness. It may do o by way of
casuistry ; the student of cthics is more likely to be right in his
application of moral rules to a particular case than the man
who has an equal knowledge of the circumstances of the case
* Barric: What Every Woman Knows. 111
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but no knewledge of this. He s likely, among other things

o be less more comprehensive in_ his e
N he chivalus of s 5 worm the guidance it gives in
particular cases, but in the development of width of outiook
and scriousness of purpose in dealing with moral matters
generally. These are qualities of outstanding and permanent
valuc in the good man, and there is cvery reason to think that
{he student of cthics has more chance 1 attain ther than the
ordinary man.



Chapter I
THE PSYCHOLOGY OF MORAL ACTION

§1. Poychology as Explaining Conduct

The business of psychology is to explain conduct, and not
to judge it cither by justifying it or by condemning it; to
jusiify or to condemn is the business of cthics. By cxplaine
ing an action, we mean the sctting forth of its relations to
other facts connected with it, and particularly to those mental
p i the action in the mind of the person
doingit. We may say that these antecedent mental processes
cause the action, so long as we remember that the causatiog,
by which mental processes produce bodily actions is likel,
10 be somewhat dificrent from the causation by which th
physical events studicd in physics and chemistry prodyeg
Tater physical events. While psychology cannot justify. or
condemn actions, it appears rcasonable to think that, (g
psychological explanation of an action may affect our ethica]
Judgement of them; a simple example would be the weaker
ondemnation given o an act of violence when it is knows,
that this was done after great provocation. This_is the
truth expressed in the French proverb,' ‘Tout comprendpe
Cest tout pardonner”, although this tells only onc side of the
story. A fuller knowledge of the psychological factors in an
action may sometimes increase rather than lessen our cone
demnation; telling lics with malicious intent is certainly
worse than lying in ignor

There seem to be in our minds four types of mental process
determining our conduct, and two of these are more important
than the others for ethics. () There is a tendency in some
ideas, perhaps in all ideas, to produce movemens directly
or automatically, and this is called the ideo-motor tendency,
The thought of the cold wind blowing in at the door of my

3*To understand all is to forgive all.’




Tle Psychology of Moral Action 23

study may make me risc automatically and move towards
Gor in order to shut it, without there being any conscious
desire in my mind to do so. Indecd, the moment that I
realize what I am doing, I may stop moving towards the door
because I am now aware that I really desirc fresh air morc
strongly than I desire greater warmth. Some psychologists
think this ideo-motor tendency to be a basic principle of
conation; others think that there is no such tendency at all,
and that what we really have in our minds s a dim awarencss
of an intended result (such as greater warmth) confused with
an anticipatory image of the means nceded to produce that
result (such as rising and closing the door). ~In this case the
Hdeo-motor acton s mercly a desired and intended action
that has become more or less habitual and unconscious
means of repetition. In any case, in so far as the ideo-motor
it tends 1o be involuntary; it is only
when conscious desire affects the acton, as in my conscious
desire for fresh air in the example, that the idco-motor action
becomes a voluntary action and 5o within the sphere of cthics.
“There is, however, one way in which the ideo-motor tendency,
if there really be such a tendency, is important for the moral
life. If ideas tend to realize themselves in actions, it is im-
portant for a man to have the right kind of ideas in his mind.
his is the basis of St. Paul's exhortation, ‘Whatsoever things
ase ruc, whatsoever things are honest, whatsoever things
are just, whatsoever things are pure, whatsocver things are
lovely, whatsoever things are of good repert, if i :hm be any
virtue, and if there be any praise, think on these
(b) ‘We act most commonly because of our dcuru. W¢ are
hungry and desire food and so we eat; we m: cnnwx and
dasire} knmvledge nnd 50 we study. Fa developed
mental process and, in view of its lmporunu m monl action,
it w.u be more fully considered in the next section.
(c) We may act because of unconscious mm-l tendencies.

These wishes,
which lead to action vcry ek o e way that conscious
deires or wishes do. We may mean by an unconscious
dsire, a desire which we have diffculty in obscrving in our
minds o nnembng to, and in this casc the word ‘desire’ is
ians iv. 8.
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appropriate, but the desire is not altogether unconscious.
Pk Fires dife from flly consclous deircs in another
way; they are generally less controlled by oursclves and less
mllu:noed by the conventions of saciety, 5o that the phrase
“unconscious desire’ suggests some primeval urge like that
ofsex. Whether such hal[-comuoul urges. ihm-ld be reg: ardcd
as desires or tal tendencie
Sopears 1o, be an wncomaciow reguindon of v behaviper
by factors in our mind; the movements of the slecp-valker
not determined by conscious desire, but they are in all
pwblblhly detcrmined by some. cawe within, the mind,
50 far as actions are produced by unconscious mental
endencies ey arc involuntary ; it is the possibility of modify-

o-analysed, that gives them any degree of voluntarine:
?ﬁm.m, 2 50 brings them into the conideraion of ethics

of the ideo-motor tenden: he y
of desie intervening that alonc makes the actions pa
objets of moral Judgement.

(@) We may ac fiom 2 “sense of duty” and 1o do 10 iy
wally regarded 35 (e oustanding form of moral acion.
Many psychologists hold that the sense of duty is simpl
onc of our many desires, 3 complicated one cerainly, but
not for that reason of a different kind psychologically from
the others; in this case our analysis of desire generally will
include this special form of desire. Others hold. that here
we have a new determining tendency, which is often Iabelled
“conscience”, and this we shall study psychologically in our
fourth chapter.

§2.  The Nature of Desire

Desires depend on certain tendencies of our human nature
which may e cassified 25 1-) organic needs, (b) instincts and
(c) general innate tenden

(a) Organic needs or wants are those human tendencies which
are necessary for the continued existence and normal develop-
ment of the body. We human beings share such needs with
the lower animals and even with plants, for plants need food,
moisture and air just as we do. In the case of plants and of
atleast the lower forms of animal lfe, such needs are probably
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unconscious, and there are some cases where a need may be
unconscious in a human being. In a state of illness the body
may be in need of nourishment, but the patient may not feel
Trungey and 50 may be unaware that he i really necaing food.
Gonsciousnes of such an arganic need i called an opeti,
. an app
develomment of an appetic in b beings, the craving is
vague and not dirccted to any particular object. The most
prominont feature of consciousness in an appetite is the strong.
unpleasantness of the appetite remaining unsatisfied and the

tisfaction. The word
‘appetit’, like so many other psychohgxﬂ.l terms, is used
ambiguowsly in common metimes it merely
point to the organic sensations i 2o ‘accompany an
need, without implying any conative tendency or striving to
satisfy the need; "

refer 0 thei Some-

times the word ‘appetite” is used for desires that are fully
conscious and for desires which are based on instincts as' well
as those based on organic nced ; we refer to the sexual appetite,
although this is based on an instinct rather than an organic
need, as it has just been defined. In psychology it is best to
keep the word appetite for a strongly aflective craving where
these | |s no clear consciousness of the object satisfying the

b) McDougall defines an ingtinct as an inherited or innate
sycho'physical disposition which determines its possessor to
perceive and to pay atiention to objects of a certain cl
cxper ce an emotional excitement of a particular
ing such an object, and (o act in regard to it in a
parllculnr ‘manner, or at least to experience an impulse to such
action.! The instinct of flight may be taken as an cxample;
2 mman or one of the higher animal tends (o perceive and 1y
pay attention 0 a strange loud noise, to experience the
emotion of fear on hearing it, and to run away from it or at
least to feel an impulse o do so. Common specch does nol
put th
emotional sides of an instinet as McDougxll oc i would
Sl call the action of an animal in runing away from a
+ McDougall: Sucial Pychlogy, Ch. 2, p. 29.
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strange noise instinctive even although we believed perception

and attention (in the senses in which we usc thesc terms of

human activities) to be absent, and even although we be-

lieved the animal to be without conscious fear. _The inherited

disposition t0 actin a cerain fixed way would be enough to
o act in a ceruin fixed ould be cnoug]

there is probably always some consciousness of what we are
doing, although this consciousness may vary from a dim
craving very like that of an appetite to a clear purpose; the
sex instinct is at work both in the vague restlessness of the
reaching puberty and in the clear resolve of a man to win 4
certain woman as his mate. MecDougall arranges the prine
cipal human instincts in this way: (i) the instinct of fight,
i) the instinct of curiosity,
y, s sscrtion
basement, (vi) the parental instinct, (vii) the sex
t, (viii) the gregarious instinct, (ix) the
acquisition and (x) the instinct of constructi € need not
suppose that this list is complete, or that other Psychologists
may not make a different and better list. -What s certaty jy
that there are inborn in our human nature certain tendencicy
to actions of different types, which appear cither at birth or
at a later stage of normal development. st
probably all serve to preserve and protect the human organism
or at least the human race, but, in experiencing an instinctive
tendency, the individual is generally quite unconscious of

instincts

this service. Under the influence of the gregarious instinct
a man wants company; he does not consciously want the
preservation of his life which may be the natural outcome of
his gregarious tendencics. If an instinct has a_biological
purpose, that purpose is not the conscious purpose of the
individual concerned; it may be a purpose of God or nature,
but that is a matter for theology or metaphysics and not for
psychology. Instincts are not mental processes or bodil

activities which we can observe; they are dispositions to
action, and the only way we can know of them is through the
actions they produce. We kuow nothing whatever of their
own nature, for they belong not to the order of scientific
phenomena like desires and movements; they belong to the

1 McDougall: op. cit., Ch. 3.
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order of scientific hypotheses or assumptions like atoms in
chemistry or the unconscious in psychology. () The Wd
innate tendengies differ from the instincts in ot being charac-
tm:ed by one particular feeling state or by a tendency to one
particular mode of action. The kinds of action in which
one general innate undmy may expressiself are indefinitely
variable, According to McDougall,! these include gmpathy
or the tendency to shan the emotions of which we observe the
expressions in others, suggesibilty or the tendency to accept

ror :lmr aceeptance, and imitation or the tendency of one
individual to copy the movements and activities of another.
Other general innate {endencies. are the tendency 16 play
and the tendency to form habits (that is the tendency for any
action to be repeated more readily in virtue of its having
occurred beforc) From':hc point of view of ethics, there are

and the instincts; the first three which we have mentioned,
lity and imitation, arc all bound up with

In human beings at any rae there may be a les or greatee

comlon:nss of any onc of these tendencies, appetites, in
incts and general Tonate tendencies, and of the activity in
wlneh it will find sadsfaction. We call this consciousness
se or desire, and the word *desire’ implies a more definite
consciousness than the word ‘impulsc’. In impulse lhm isa
conscidus tendency to some activity, but there need not v.he
clear picture in the mind of the satisfaction to be
from the activity that we find in the more developed l‘omu of
desire; and, as we shall sce later, desires are not commonly
isolated but tend to be affected by other desires, while impulses
remain more or less isolated conscious tendencies to action.
The isolated impulse in the developed mind may take the

form of an impulse to do some morally good action, and this
impulse may in some cases be opposcd to the general tendency
of the desires of the agent. In such circumstances a person
may cven say that he had an impulse to do a right action,
and that he was wrong to have acted differently. In such a
case he may be referring to an intuition of the rightness of the
+ McDougall : op.
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action, rather than 10 an impulse, this intuition resembling
an impulse in its arousing a_tendency to action and in its
being colated from the main stream of idexs. We may
define a desire as the conscious tendency to
or to engage in an activity which may satisfy a percui vt
or il s pariulas tendency of e gent. Wher, ntn i in
want of food, the hunger, and he desires
to eat food: " When a man s thvnn«l in some activity in
which he is engaged, his instinct of pugnacity is aroused and
he desire to fight with and overcame the persan thvariing
a desire from an appetite o

o tnve cruving 5 cted towards a definite
object and i mre flly conscious. I isbecause of this ller
conscousnes that 3 deie in its more deve

becomes Something more than & mcre

light 3 our other consious duires.  The ‘pious
madan s almost certain 1o fel the appetit of hunger during
Ramadhan, the month offasting, but he may avain a sage
her, i pitc of i natual hunger, he annt b aid

the desire to cat, The civilized man’s desire for
from that of the animal or savage just in this mym that it is
a desire modified by the influence of other desires, but stll
holding.

“At the time we attain the object of a desire, this attainment
is normally accompanicd by a feeling of pleasantness in our
minds, and so e thought of taining the objectwil buurally

same feeling of pleasantness. ' When we desire

e am.upm pleasur in the satisfaction of the desire, and so
2 pleasant fecling may come to be associated with the desire;
the desire for a holiday may scem to be pleasant because of
the anticipated plcasantness of the actual cnjoyment of the
oliday being associated with the desirc. But the desire
Helf Sbstracia from the prospect of s atsinment, may o ry
greatly in its fecling tonc according to is intensity and its
drcumsances, Inense hungen, for example, s alvays
painful, but most people seem 1o find a stimulation of sexual
Gesire pleasant even with mo prospect of ifs satifaction; this
at any rate seems the most likely cxplanation of the pleasant-
ness of certain items in cinema and music-hall programmes,

to have




The Pyychology of Moral Action 29

although some part may be played by the plessantaes of a

tisfaction of the desirc in imagination of fantasy. In any
Gase it docs not appear 1o be the pleasantnes of the actual
desire itsell which impels the possessor of the desire towards
activity, as some rather crude psychologies have suggested;

the
far too much for such a simple explanation.

As desires develop, there are various ways in which the
criginal tendencics fo. action become more complicaed.
{0y The tendencics o action may be aroused by other objects,
or even by ideas of other objects, than those which origina
excited them. A child, for example, who shows the tendency
to flight on hearing a loud noisc, will come to show the same
tendency at the sight of an animal or toy repeatcdly shawn
to it along with the loud noise. Similarly a desire for an
object may develop into a desire for the pleasantness which
regularly accompanies the obtaining of this object. The two
desiresare by no means the same.._ The hungry man desires
and ot me s can be demorstrated

offering a hungry man y gives him
e ;ll‘uunllwu of Geling, tead 'of o, £y The
bodily movementsin which our inborn tendencie fnd sac-
faction may change and become more complicated. The
violent blows by i he ot o pugnacity expresses
itself in a child change into the veiled threats or the sarcastic
remarks of the grown-up person who has been thwarted by his
rival.” (3) Several of the innate tendencies may be aroused
at the same time. A comple situation ike that of a gencral
clection may arouse instincts of pugnacity, self-assertion,
gregariousness and acquisition all at the same time. (g) A
number of these tendencics may become more or less system-
atically organized around some particular object o idea,

Around the idea of one's country there come in the indi

orm of pride m one's aauonal
achievements, of sell-abasement before the greatness of one's
country's past, of pugnacity against its encmics and so on.
Ttis thus that there is formed the sentiment of patriotism, and
in the developed moral e sentiments have a lage place as
‘moving forces. When such ns take place in full
consciouness, and in. eonscious deire they tend 1o 80 30,
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it s certain that our instinctive tendencies will sometimes
conflict with onc another, and if there is to be any harmony
among our desires, weaker tendencies will have to make way
for stronger ones. ~ There s a tendency for our desircs to Tormn
 more or less harmonious system in adult life. In childhood
the conflics are ofen avoided by the timple cxpedient of he
child taking one desire at a time and sat it and then
passing on o another, and parental authority ofien setles
conflicts by 2 definit command, but most children have at
s of desire that prevent activity
me and find thei cxpresion only in an outhurst of tear,
he adolescent period, the period of storm and strcss,
that conflicts arc often most sharp and most bitter. As we
grow up, our desires find their place in a more h:
sy:lem and this tendency is aided by the fact that the cmotions
yehih, according to McDougall, are the central parts of our

perhaps the desirc to make moncy as the leading desire in that
universe; in his Church lifc, he may be led by a different group
of desires with perhaps the desire to do God's will as the pre-
dominant mémber of the universe; and during his mo
summer holiday all the desires at work in his mind at the time
may find 2 placeina system where the dominating dglre isto

et his golf | reduced.  Soine people scem 16 keep
Hrese diffre rses a good deal apart from onc another all
thetelives: 2 man of ths 3ot 1 very dificrent in his home from
what he is in his business, very different on holiday from what
he s in working life. With some people, the various universes
o .come one single system; in Pope’s words, ‘one mas-
er passion in the breast, like Aaron’s serpent swallows up the
rest.’t This is the man whose whole course of life is deter-
mined by one clear purpose for good or for ill. With most
people howver there s no single dominating desire, but,
the experience of life, the various universes find a pl
coberent systera wheze they do not 100 ohen or tos violently
come into conflict with one another.

+ Pope: An Essay on Man, Ep. 2, 131

v
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When we attend to the conscious desires and the activities to
which they lead, we are apt to speak, as we have been doing,
of the harmonizing taking place smong thee deires or
activitics. It is however the common opinion that this
harmonizing takes place chwﬂy smong the dispositions lead-
ing to desires and actions, that is among the instincts and
innate tendencics. In childhood, these tendencies scem to be
more or less separate from one another, and cach may be
aroused to action by its own appropriate stimulus without,
as it were, any refercnce to the others. In the development
ofthe mind, oue insincts develop into disposions hat may
e calld sniimenis,although the word sntiment hs perhaps
oo, great & suggcation of emotion foF OuF present purpase.
e e mens here by 3 sentment s o develoged and
organized tendency to activities of a complicated kind in
resporse to o partculas object to which our mind hasceriain
emotional attitudes, inct may be aroused by the
et or thought of any woman; the sendment of love is &
permanent attitude 10 one woman only; and while the sex
instinct is merely the one crude tendency to mate, the senti-
ment of love its sphere or ‘universe’ a great variety of
tendencies, dominating, , tender and creative.
Even then the sentiments must in turn form a harmonious
system, and this is what is meant generally by the develop-
ment of character. Character is not something that we are
born with, but something that we acquire by the development
and particularly the harmonizing of our sentments.

man with a single universe of desires dominant

mind
is the man of rang character, not necessally the man of good
character, for the dominant desircs may be bad. The

weak character is the man without any daminam o
ments to control his passing desires so that he is carricd away
by the desiesof the moment without any consideraton of the
other universes ind. A man's character will
make him more sensitive to cen.'nn objects and ideas, those
which appeal to his dominant systems of desires, and less
sensitive to others. ing over his actions, he will be
affccted by the thought of certain consequences rather than
others, for the former will be more akin to the objects of his
dominant desires. What has been already said of instinct is
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true of sentiment and character; these are not activities or
only know them through the activities they cause.

Chasacier designates an acive disposition, tending 16 action,

or rather the sum of our tendencies to action so far as these

are united into one harmonious system.

§3 Motioe and Intetion

e ey plrnculn oy and it e e
exception of actions done from a sense of duty, actions done
with a conscious E«s of willing have as their motives
desires, It is my desire to eat food that moves me to go into
a restaurant and order a meal. ~In desire itself however there
Sppear to be two aspects, on the one hand the instincirve
craving or urge ineling 3 man to action, and on the other
hand the end o object at which he is aiming which is said to
induce him to the action. The motive which impels a father
10 send his son to school may be from one aspect the parental
instinct or parental affcction impelling him to do s0; from
nother aspect it is his aim of giving his son an education that
secure his full development and enable him o carn his
living that induces the father to do 0. It has been
common among moraiss o aiend o one of these aspet 1o
the excl the other, for example to suppose that an
o mmpened by s feeling of benevolence is good whatever
the object aimed at, but in every willed action, both dspects
of the motive are involved, and to speak as if one of them
without the other playing any part is an
abstraction which may lead to a false judgement of the whole
action. There may be lower levels of action where a man iy
carid away by ecling and acs binaly without considering
the action. Such actions arc_calleq
e acioms, and they come. inio the sphere of S
because by thinking of the consequences we could have acted
differently.
The consciousness of the consequences of an action varies
from 2 vague avarenesy o some objcct, s when a chid runs
m some strange animal towards his mothet, 1o 8 well
|hougln~mn plan or policy where a man has a scheme of
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action covering a number of years and thinks of ll the possible
consequences of his plan, as when a man accepts an appoint-
ment for a number of years in  foreign country. _This whole
illed scheme of action, as anticipated by the doer of it, is
Ye'includes a5 one partof i the aim or

object which has been referred to as the inducement aspect
of the mative, the direct object of the agent’s dulre, but the
fecling or

as part of the intention. _If we suppose that the motive which
impels Jones to take an appointment in West Africa is
scquisitivencs, with making moncy 3 its concious object,
the acq ness of Jones is not part of the intention, but
the making of money is the principal part of the interiion:
It must be noted, however, that if the motive as a concrete
whole were not present, that i FJones Icked the acquisive-
ness which leads him consciously to oncy, the whole
intention or plan of action would A man's in-
tention refers to the outside world, the world of nnllcl ted
results as they are foreseen by the agent; t
the state of the agent’s own mind, the spirit in which the
action is done rather than the consequences of the action,
although a fully conscious motive has an aim w
the spirit of the action; the aim of getting moncy
spirit. In his intention, the agent must plln todo
‘which he has no desire to do. Jones, motivated

acq)
many thi

by the desire to make money, must have a5 parte of his in-
tentidn, not only the conscious aim of making money,
although that is likely to loom largest in his mind,
the discomforts of

ut also

nhealthy climate, the separation from
nfitness for cmployment later in his own
e of which he desires at all. Nor can we regard

the disadvantages of employment in West Africa as a m
to make money, but the imotive is something more;
the dominant driving power throughout a scheme of seton
determining the spirit of the whole series of activities, render-
ing some consequences of these activities attractive and others
sfying o the doer of the action. The intention, as a
en scheme of action, is capable of almost indefinite
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elaboration, varying wnh l)w mugmanon of the agent Aml
his _knowledge of prol Some of
Sistincons made by Ma kc mong the different pu'u
of intention have their main ux in showing the elaborate
nature of intention.! We may distinguish between the
mmdm: intention and the remofe intention of an action.
"o young men may have the same immediate i
en.lnlm‘ in the army, but the onc has the remotc intention
of earning large sums of moncy, while the other has the
remote mtenllon o‘ncnl’cmg his career for the welfare of his
country. We may rm'
intention of an nc1 ich is the ai t of the moti
for example, Jones' s aim of ‘making momy, and the *indiveet
intention or undesired consequences which are anticipated,
u forr example, the disadvantages to Jones of life in West

Modern psyehologists often write of ‘unconscious motives®

It is more convenient
“motive’ and ‘intention” to conscious mental processes. The
new psychology has given us strong reasons to_think_that
processes play a large part in determining
actions, and i s cviden that our bhaviour s not always
Tolly explained by the motives and intentions consciously
present In our mind. In 5o far a8 such detcrmining
are unconscious they are outside our conlrol and o not of
direct interest to ethics. benefactor may suppose
that the only influence g bis conduct 1 the con:
scious motive of helping ml'fermg mankind, and he may
but the

Tells us that there may be at work in the benefactor's mind an
unconscious tendency to dominate his fellow-men.

It is sometimes argucd that ‘motives” cannot be included
among the voluntary activities which are judged in cthical
judgements, because a man cannot change his own motives
or desires. _ Ttis true that if, at a particular moment, the desire
for food is in a man's mind, he may not be able therc and then
to replace that désire by amﬂur. but nonc the less, a good

i.

t., p. 49 (6th



The Pychology of Moral Action 35

deal of moral trsining consss in the « Cevelopment and
modification of motives; p ramadan, for
example, learns not to desire Tood during the mon(h  of fasting.
When the motive is actually operative in the mind, it may not
be possible to get rid of it on that particular oceasion, and

the

will be one factor which cither helps or hinders the recurrence
of the particular motive. In the developed character, as we
have already scen, certain motives have become habitually
predominant, and. he agent’s ovwn,past choices have been
important factors in determining which of his motives have
become master

Tn his desire .o ,me llnngs simply, the psychologm is apt

acting. by et ot of o i s ulml never the case.
Even in very simple activities, ma th conscious
g umgonacyous, are lkely to be at work in the agenvs mind
before he acts, and to analyse these factors is often a task
beyond the ingenuity of the psychologist. 1t would be false,
for example, to say that a man's only motive in secking a post
with a larger salary is the desire for money. He probably at
the same time wants to assert himself in a wider sphere, to
exercise more widely his social and other gifis, 1o gain the
companionship of a wife or to give better opportunities to his
chidgen, and these desre are lkely tospring from tendencies
othe? than his acquisiti

o man's deires, in their ofice of being motives, oten con-
flict with one another. Mackenzie called the desire which
emerges successlul from such a conflict a ‘wish’;! but, in
common specch. ‘wish’ and ‘desire’ have much the same
meaning. A man desires both to make money for himself
and to engage in some public service, which implies self-
acrifce, and at the momen the two desiespoint o diffrnt
lines of action and so are in conflict with onc another. Now
each of these desires belongs to a larger system or universe of
d The dsire of the man to make moncy may have
associated in the same universe with it the desire o give ease
to his wife, to make a good provision for his children, and to

3 Mackenzie: Manual of Ethics, Book I, Ch. 1, p. 7.
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display his superiority over his business
of the man for self-sacrificing service may hay
e wniverse with it the desre (0 hlp others, the desire
to show himself of superior character, the d
leasure to those whose opinion he values, the desire for social
reform and the dulre todo the will of God. It is this fact that
mm the statement, that the strongest motive always wins,
less, for the strongest motive may mean the sirongest
nn(le motive (which perhaps never occurs alonc), or the
otive belonging to the strongest universe of desives.  Indecd,
23 we shall suggest n the nextsection, in . delierate action,
the winning motive does n g to its aid the strongest
universe of desire: it has, in some way o ather, now g0t on
its side the mind or character as a whole, and the accom-
plishment of this is what is commonly called willing.
§4. The Process of Willing
In an impulsive action, such as the sudden striking of his
opponent by a man in a rage, the strongest desire of the
moment direcily determincs the 1 ase of
deliberate action there i wil
the deire and the action,  Deliberation and choice occur
when two deires conflct uu man consciously
at is two_obligations
e acive to Gl ot camnot bt be fled ot the

The desire
n

same time, or there may be a strong desire that onflict
with the desire to do his duty. The choice itself is a conative
rocess, which is commonly preceded by the intellectual act

ing a judgement or series of judgements; it is when
there is a series of judgements that we use the word delibera-
tion. In making a choice we arc not merely judging which of
our desires is the strongest, for to do so would often be a
ylm of introspective analysis which is beyond the capacity
du wd.mlry ‘man or even of the ychologist. What
¢ commonly 1 be judging is that the result of
the aetion motivated by one desire in our mind is more
atractive than the result of an action motivated by another
desire in our mma ‘The injured man, for example, my
deliberately control his impulse to strike his enemy becay
e sees that the result of his doing so would be an lﬂvlll!l‘e
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10 his enemy, while the giving of a soft answer would have the
more attractive result of an advantage to himself. From
another point of view choice cannot be merely another name
for desiring more strongly, for choice always implies a second
step, which desiring alone does ply. This step is to
make up our minds to sct about attaining one particular end
among those hat scem desrable to our mind s the moment.
This means that we resolve to take whatever means are

sary to reach the desired md “Afie this, we have to take the
further step of discovering by deliberation what particular
means are most desrable for attaining the end chosen, and
we resolve to take these means. And even after this, we have
still to put out the exertion to take the first step in bringing
these means o action. 1t would be wiong to suppase that,

5

; there are countless variotics of action between lmpn.lnve
and fully deliberate actions. Al that we can say is that the
chooser can, if he so desire, consciously take each of these
steps.

Fhe finst step then in willing is the judgement of the
attractiveness of one end as compared to another, and we may
sk, attractivenes 0 whom o o what part of the mind?
Our answer will vary with the degree to which the action is
impulsive or the degree to which it is eliberatc. Tn the case
of the purcly impulsive action we have already seen that it
is to one isolated desire that the action appeals, and the agent
carriesout the action without making any judgement at all.
n a sightly more complicated case altiéugh ane impulsc
may dominate the mind, there may still be a choice of means.
b angry man may at the moment seem to have his whole
mind occupied by hostility to his cnemy and yet decide that
striking his opponent is not the most attractive form of
action; he can get the better of him more effectively in some
other vay. 1, however, slong with the oy, other

verses of desire are at work in the man’s mind, the most
Atractive result may appear to be one that i not atall attrace
tive to the one impulse of anger ; it may be reconciliation and
co-operation brought about by Saticnt waiting and efor for
mutual forgiveness. It is not the case that the end which is
Thore ‘attractive 1o the wider group'ef desires is mecemarily
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thatwhich s moraly eter, s some sl sem (o sugges.
The

r carried away sc of pity might
abstain s crime, bt if he les the hrger s of his
character, which we may call his professional sc

oo ¢ may decide v go.on with the burglary: - So willing
appears to be a matter. of egree depending on the cxtent to
which the whole of Vidual's desires ave nvalved im the

acion. An acton i fully  willed acion when the whole
chs ‘the doer is involved init. The menlml mark of

Voliton or willing is that the characier o the pers nality as
a whole, or, as Laird put it, ‘the controlling onganization of
selfhood” a5 conrasted with its ‘subordinate incidental
portions™ is thrown upon the side of onc motive. One of
these subordinate incidental portions may be responsible for
partcular desi ar impulsc, bu i willing the whele sl has
become responsible. What is characteristic of willing is not
the idea lmn‘ cor ously present in our mind that our
whole self is side of this action; what makes an act
2 willed act is the fact that the sef has accepted the action
35 s ow, whether the slf has bien conscious of doing

**.Fhe choice of an end is ollowed by the choice of means to
bring about the desired end. ice we need
o consider the liklinood with which 3 particular mcans il
produce the desired end, the amount of the cnd that it is
likely to produce because not every amount of the desired end

may be desirable, the attractiveness or unattractivencs of the
means themselves, for a means may appear to be so undesir-
able in itself as to lead us to give up the whole plan of action,
and the likelihood of our being able to bring about the means.

OF course the agent does not actually consider all these
factors in every case of choice of means, but it is possible to
consider thern all, and, only when the agent docs s, can we
say_that his choice is fully deliberate. A general, whose
eired end s the sotal deleat of enemy, may consider
acrial bombardment as a means to this defcat, and may ask
these questions about it: ‘I aerial bombardment likely to
bring about total defeat?” *Will the defeat so produced be
total o partial, so leaving it possible for the cnemy to gain

4 Laird: 4 Study in Moral Theory, p. 142.
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some other advantage?® ‘Is acrial bombardment so un-
desiral n view of its inflicti

in acroplancs, bombs and trained airmen available, so »m
itis practicable to use this means of defeating the enemy?
In our dcliberation on means we will discover the first
he

e to il it cxtremely difficult
exertion required for action to begin, and there is a mental
abnormality called *abulia* which is an extreme form of such
diffulty. Other people lave 3 tendency to rush into action
without completing the process of deliberation; they see
Tnd deliberation. irkeame and action. congenial. It is
characteristic of the man of developed good character that
he learns to_ know the appropriate amount of deliberation
in any situation, and the right moment at which to make the
necessary self-cxertion. We shall sce later that when we talk
of action in cthics it is generally this sclf-excrtion that we
the outward movemenis produced by ths sl
exertion are generally determined to some extent by other
irmumsionces than our own willing, and 56 ar¢ Ieis sulable
us objeets of our moral judgements.

§5. Pachological Hedonism
A theory of psychology that has had a great influence on
ciical” thought is the view that the sole object of human
desire is pleasure.  Men may appear to seek such other things
as wealth or learning or virtuous characters, but actually they
are sccking such things as means to getting pleasure. This
theory of psychological hedonism is, o must remember, 3
description of human nature learncd by observa-
{ion and mow, like ethical hedonism (wich which it has been
often confuscd), an cthical theory or a statement of what men
ought 0 seck. It follows that the only way to refute psycho-
Jogical hedonism s to show that there are some normal human
e e who seck other things than pleasure. It is no proof
hological hedonism to show that there are certain

[ o pleasure or even that there are certain
individuals, who, when they appear to be sccking other ends

v
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like knowledge, are really secking them as means to their own
pleasure. What the psychological hedonist needs to show is
That alf men in af their activiies are secking pleasure and
nothing but pleasure, and few intelligent people will acccpt
i, however ready they are to admit that many people do 30
o tnany occasions. . What mmust be shown In order 10 rcfute

g ‘prove peychologul Teconism. 1o show that in cvery
individual ural tendency to seek his own pleasure.
The American reals, Holt, bases thi on the physiological fock
that a stimulated part of a body reflexly secks more stimulation
for itself.t It need not be doubted that there is such a funda-
mental tendency in human nature, but what the psychological
hedonist would need to prove s that this is the only tendency
determining human action.
Theoretically thete may be three forms of peychologial
, but the first two of these are not at all plausible.
(3 The pleasantness of desie at the moment of desiring may
be the factor which determines action. The desire of &
starving man for food may be extremely painful and yet be a
desire most likely to produce action. (b) A man always docs
what gives him most pleasure at the moment to do. This
might explain the action of the starving man in striving to
get food, but it is obvious that we sometimes do actions which
Somot give pleasure t the momeot for cuample, we g0 (o the
dentist for the painful business of having a tooth exacted,
(c) The motive that determines action is always the desirc
for some future pleasure. This is the most reasonable form of
ogical hedonism and. the theory that s gencraly
&noted by ths na
“There are, however, several good reasons for considering
pevchological hedonisa even in this most ressonable form to

(.) e strongest argument against psychological hedonism

is that from introspetion, When e desire, we arc ot
ulw:w consciously desiring pleasure. We may be desiring
Tood b music or cxercise without amy thought of the plessant

oy ot foms Anricen Philpy To-dy and Tomarou, pp
187-180.
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fecling that their attainment will bring us. Itis truc that the
satisfaction of our desires for these things is normally accom-
panicd by pleasant fecling, so0 much so that in some cases we

love ..“m and get plmnre from listening to it, music will not
‘what we desire at the moment is

[ the animal world a mother animal will endure
pain and Sacrifice her Life for the sake of her young. When
a human mother cngages in similar conduct the psychological
hedonist maintains that she does so for the sake of future
pleasure, cither so that she may enjoy later the society of her
child or that she may save herselfl from the painfulness of
remorse, or cven that she may give hersell a momentary
thrill of satisfaction over her extreme sacrifice on behalf of her
child. Even if we admit that all human self-sacrifice could
be cxplained by such cxplanations, it does ot follow that

explanations of it; explanation by
ct to sacrifice oneself in certain circumstances
‘more pl.us.bu explanation. To transfer the
explanations given by the psychological hedonist to the animal
world would suggest a Tar b higher level of development in the
animal world than we have any scientific grounds for accept-
ing, and it would secm a simpler and more reasonable view
t0 hold that the aim of the mother, whether animal or human,
is to save her young from danger. the disco very that there is
pleasure even in such self-sacrifice is something which comes
later,

(iil) Maternal self-sacrifice is only one case of what we may
supposc to be a genoral rulc that wants come before satis-
factions. This would appear to be true in the biol
evolution ol' conduct. Plants and the lower forms of animal
ife have needs or wants, for example of air and moisture,
but there i no cvidence hat they have any consciousness of
these wants or their satisfaction, so that in no sense can they
be said to desire plmuu From these unconscious wants
there scoms to be a gradual development through dim
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appetites to conscious desires, the satisfaction of which is
risindy accompanicd by plessant fecling.  The same would

appear to be the

desires i in the indivi

to persist in e ettty wnl i ges him sachoctions The
psychological hedonist may here argue that the boy persists
because he argues that grown-up people must find
exceedingly pleasant, but his first unhappy exper
be sufficient reply to this argument if the boy were influcnced
merely by the desire for pleasurc, and there were no other
inmatc endenciesurging him t0 perst i the actvity.  Again
an activity Il ng onc’s neighbour is in all probability
naturally unpleun\l is only when a man has determined
from motives of envy or vengeance (o kill his ncighbour that

give him pleasure to do, so. There are certain cx-

Sally pleasant that it 5 plausible (6 accept the
pychologial hedonist that men dsire hse cxpericnces for

the sake of the pleasure they give. The other things that give
uspleasure, ang there arc eny ofthese in arnan hout
taking such an extreme cxample as an angry man killing his
neighbour, depend on our having desired them befuzehand,
and not on their own intrinsic pleasantness.

(iv) An argument which suggests but by no means demon-
strates the falsity of psychological hedonism is known as the
‘parados of hedonism’.1  Sidguick pointcd out that the best
way to get pleasure is to forget it. _The player of a game who
is continually thinking of the m,oymm hac he 15 getting
out of the game will probably miss that enjoyment to a great
extent, while the player who gives all his mind to the playing
and winning of the game gets the fullest enjoyment out of it,
This is one example of a law which has long been known to
psychologists that attending to an affective statc so modifies
that state as to lessen or even destroy its pleasant or

i + The Methods of Ethics, Bk. 1, Ch. 4.
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unpleasant quality. Itis possible, however, for people
attending all the time o the pleasantness of their experiences
to make the attainment of pleasure their aim, and such people
do get a great deal of enjoyment in spite of the paradox of
hedonism. It would be foolish to supposc that because men.
aim at other things than pleasure they never aim at pleasure
atall. And the peychological hedonist might argue that men
are intelligent cnough to take the pacados of hodonism into

Sccount in their inevitable pursuit of pleasure. The argu-
memt provided by the paradox of hedonism is that, if psycho-
logical hedonism be true, it is difficult to explain why there
hould have been such a trange development 3 that implicd
by the paradox of hedonism. If we

{hat desires may be for many dificrent Objects and aci
then it wauld b in accordance with what psychology ‘teaches
Sona need Trequently to be reiforced by the conscious
desire for the object or activity which originally gave the
particular pleasure. It is to this necessity that the paradox
o hedonism cals attetion.

It association or conditioning which gives
such plausibility as it has to peyehological hedonism. T the
casc of hunger, for cxample, we have a want for nourishment
and the satisfaction of this want is accompanied by strong
pleasantness. When the satisfying of this want has been
repeated many times, and especially when the bodily need of
nourishinent is so regularly supplied as no longer to require
attention, we may come to desire conscio associated

pleasantness rather than the nourishment, and there is litde
gt for the sake of plssure rathe than of
happens most conspicuously in the cascs
of cating and drinking and gratifying the scxual instinct, but
itmay happen in the case of any desire.  Even the philosopher
may come to study for the sake of the pleasure that his studics
give him rather than for the sake of autaining knowledge
which was his original aim. And our motives arc in most
cases s0 complex that in almost every case the desire for
pleasant experience may be one factor in our motive; it is not
the only factor as psychological hedonism alleges.
ur conclusion is that we do not desire things because they
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..,.;_

we desie them. The idea ng a mountain, for
grampl, is pleaant enly if there 4 iready a dedre to do so
in our minds. The fact that we do a thing because we our-
selves desire to do it does not mean that all our desires are
selfish, as psychological hedonists suppose. We may have an
entirely unselfish desire for such an object as our ncighbour's
sicees, and the satfaction of that dsie may give the un-
fish man more pleasure than his own promotion.
ke & man s o o the Fack shar th sokheion of
desires gives him pleasure, but the kinds of objects which give
P the kinds of desires that he has in his mind.
The well-being of others may be what a man desires most and
‘what gives him most pleasure, and this is just what we mean
by calling the man unsclfish.

§6.  Reason as Motioe to Action

Asistotle! held that the end or aim of the willing process is
always set by our desires, and that the work of reason is to
deliberate about means and nnl (-nds Similarly the Scottish

mson is and ought only
10 be the slave of the passions' ends or ohjects that we
seck are, according to this view, devermined only by our
desires and the business of reason o the cognitive part of of
mmd is merely to dﬂemune the best means for satisfying
desires. Psychological hedonists are bound to hold (l\u mw
leasure is the only object at which e nn alm, and 50 reason
and intelligence can only be use us in the most
efficient ways of getting pleasure. It -’Appears to be onc of the
lrmmuom of the scheme of instincts taught by McDougall
“othor modern psychologists that their theory suggests a
snmllr function for the intellect. The ends at which we aim
termined by our innate tendencics or instincts; reason
Sasits us in discovering the best means for the attainmient of
these ends.

Certain considerations suggest that this view is false and
that reason has some part to play as a motive to action. (i)
Among our innate tendencies there is in man at any rate the

* Aristotle : Nicomachean Ethics, Bk. V1. Ch. 2 (11393).

3 Hume: Treatise on Human Nature, Bk. 11, Pt. 111, Ch. 3.
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desire 10 be consistent and 1o avoid contradiction—what we
may all the deire to be rational. This dusire seems to
very important part in the development from the
Folaced instncia of the chid to the unified consistent character
of the fully developed man, :md n is I.|Imly o il:y some part
in any ﬁnrly complex motive. is disturbed
bya f pity while wbbmg pd Iy to pull himself
mgﬂlmw,.h». t that it is foolish ied 2
nd that it is reasonable to stick to his pro-
k2 (ii) It has already been shown that 1n 2
consciously willed action, judgements arc made as to the
attractivencss of one end as compared with another. Even
if we allow that the main facter in determining attractiveness
is the appeal of the cnd to one or more of our instinctive
endencics, yet the maldng of  judgement is primarily &

tive process in which reason does play some part. There
ot conre, voluntary acions ke habitual or cven refex
its imj

judgements, and in These cases there may be no question of
Teason serving as a motive. (iii) In the developed character
it is impossible to isolate the cognitive, affective and conative

aspects of mind. In determining an action the mind works
as'a unity, and it would be a false abstraction to suppose that
the afiective and conative aspects of mind determine an

course of action, and to that extent be  determining factor
in ation,  The tdentofcconomics, fr exammpl, may in his
purcly intellectual investigation frame theories which sugges
posible plans of acton. 1t s true that something more may
necded before these plans are actually carried into effect,
s desire for increased national wealth or the dislike of
some economic evil, causing pain to the cconomist’s mind,
but no one can dény that, in producing the consequent
activity, abstract economic reasoning has been one factor.
o himsell adumitted that refiction may arouse a deire
by causing us to think about some desirable thing! (as when
a student of ancient history has suggested to him by his
*Hume: Treatise on Human Nature, Bk. 111, Pt. I, Ch, 1.
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historical studies the desira f visiting Greece), and that
‘may sometimes weaken a desire by sho
‘worthlessness of the objects of that desire (as whe
uemplation weakens our worldly ambitions).
kely that those who hold that reason always deals with
means confine reason to logical inference, either of the deduc-
tive or the inductive vari riainly would
be difficult to suppose that reason could tell us d
objeets at which we should aim. There are, however, two
other possible functions of reason.! () Reason may provide
the mind with what are called a friori concepts, that is,
motons which are not learned by experience but are in some
way or other given by the mind'itsell. Many people hold for
example that the idea that we ough (o do a certain action is
such an a priori concept and that such a notion, apart from
any desire to do the action, impels us to do it. ~ (b) Reason
has the function of intu uction, that is, the function
of secing the universal icular i
without the met

can so discover not merely laws as to what does happen, but
laws as to what ought to happen, and these may serve as
motives dtermining our conduct. (1) Introspction suggess

that we are able to susf so that when in
the course of deliberation an :mvny Judged to be the most
aturactive, it is possible to delay action until the reflective
part of our mind has attended to other considerations which
may influence our judgement. The man who has written an
angry letter, however auractive the sending of it may be, may
lcave it in his desk until the next morning, and by that time
rational considerations will have made the sending of it less
auractive. Similarly reasonable ideas do scem to have the
power of driving unprofitable ideas from tic mind, and the

ill be that a different course of action will appear more

The importance of this discussion for etics is that it leaves

open the possibility that our actions may be determined by a

“sense of duty’ or by conscience, or even by an understanding
4 Broad: Five Types of Ethical Tleory, p. 105,
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of theprincipls of thics, s s indeed been suggsted chat
for the good life, reason should be the only motive
ing our actions. ' Socrates, the founder of Western Philosophy,
maintained that knowledge is virtue, as if a clear understand-
ing of what is good
tendencics to action and so lcad to right conduct. It scems a
truer obscrvation of human nature (0 say that often we sec
the better but follow the worse. We shall however leave the
‘psychology of the moral judgement 1o our fourth chapter; for
the present, we have stablished that reason may have some
jace in detcrmining the cnds at which we aim and our
actions leading to them.

§7. The Freedom of the Will
Modern_psychology, particularly in the two schools of
behaiourism and pricho-analss, lends 10 teach that human
are cntircly determined by events taking place
Befbrehand, just as physical seinee secrs t teach that coemte
in the physical world are completely determined by
cedent physical cvents. It js ofen held that,such 3

of cthics. It ccnamly appenrs 10 leave very il scope Tor
the moralizer. It would be absurd to tell anyone that he
ought to do a certain action at a particular moment wher.
previous cvents have already made it incvitable that he is to
do another action at this moment. The moralizer's only
justifidation can then be that his exhortation is a_ new ante-
cedent event so powerful as to cause a change in the course of
events. Even if we accept the view that our actions are
completely determined by antecedent causes, it may be
possible to continue making ethical judgements very much in
the way that we make judgements about the beauty or ugli-
ness of natural scenery or about the ‘goodness’ or *badness’

o different kinds of motor engincs. What would seem ine
appropriate in the case of conduet so inevitably determined by
preceding events would be (o praise or blame those engaged
in such conduct. As a matter of fact the scientific student of
ethics has always been more careful than either the ordinary
man or the moralizer in bestowing praise and blame. Even
ifconduct &
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to be good or bad; only our judgements will be different
in pature from what they are commonly thought to be, for
they will be of the same kind as the judgements we
food ‘or bad machins. Ethics will become a diferent
science, but it will not be an impossible scienee. The argu-
ment sometimes used that man’s will must be free if we are
to make any moral judgements at all about his conduct, is not
valid. All that the determinist view implics is that our
moral judgerpentsate diffrent from what st people thirk
to be, but this is probably truc in any casc, for the
et vitw of the oo judgement is very different from
the common view. As a matter of fact, in common speccl
we sl cll & man good although we may belicve that his
goodness s largely due to a good heredity and a good up-

ing.

e are two viewson the causation of our actions which
arc obviously fas. - (a) The view of faalism holds that our
choices make no difference whatever to events in the outside
world. Itis matter of common observation tha our choices
do make differences in the outside world. If in an airport I
choose o enter an aczoplane bound for America the objective
result will be different from what it will be if I choose to enter
an acroplane bound for Australia. If it is truc that our
actions are alway determined by preceding events it is by
these events affecting our choices not by their changing our
actions and their results in spite of our choices. (b) The other
false -view is that our actions are determined directy and

entirely by causes outside our own bodics. This is not even
true of causation in the physical world. The effects of a bomb
will depend not only on the nature and explosive force of the
bomb but on the mateias ofwhich the building is made and

n the way in which they have been put together. ‘The sight
of the door of the publichouse produces very difernt efec
in itual drunkard the temperance reforme
‘cawses’ the drunkard to go in and have a drink, W
“causes” the temperance reformer to pass by on the e e
with a strong fecling of revulsion. When one Indian leader
said recently of another that his mind was cnslaved by British
domination, he evidendy thought that British domination
had not had the same cffcct on his own mind, because his




The Psychology of Moral Action 4
own mind had a different constitution from that of his
political ival. 1F there. be such a thing 26 free chotce It
Fiould appear to consist n a man being a6k to choase which

his ouside circumstances will determine his conduct. If,
o the-other hand. the scions of a s are seeely dete
mined by preceding cvents, these events must include events
inside the agent as well as outside events; in other words, a
man's actions must be detcrmined by his character as well as
by his circumstances. It must be remembcud however, that
even for

The
determined by invariable antecedents so that any difference
in our action would necesaily imply some diffrence in the
antccedent cvents, or whether somewhere in the chain of
iccedents there fs an cvent that cannot be traced to

o an event the cavse of which might have been followed by
some other effcct than that which actually occurs. In e
former case a person with a complete knowledge of

Ceaing events would ahways be able to predict what an agent
il do on & pardcular occasion; in the later case 9 such

tain prediction is even theoretically possible. The former
View is called determinism and maintains that the law of
causation holds in the case of human actions just as it does in
the ase of physical events. ~Sir David Ross éxpresses the law
of causaton,thus: “For cvery varition between two cvens
there must be some v tween the antecedent cir-
Comatances, without which the variation between the €vénts
would not have taken place’ The latter view is called
indeterminism, which maintains that a mouvf to a human

i ot the necesary reult of am
thing that has been in existence before. The nly reasonabl
form of determinism is that which holds that our actions are
directly determined not only by causes outside our bodie,
but by causes within the body, in particular by what we have
called our characters.  This is called sell-determinism.

1 W. D. Ross: Foundations of Ethics, p. 214.
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The following are the chicf arguments in favour of sclf
inism
) The modern scientific outlook implies determinism in
\he phyncal world a..a when this outlook drm been adopted
¢ and p
a similar, nhhwgh hardly an identical,
been found there. - O in simpler words, science requires that
cvents <an be ¢ explained in terms of previous cvents, and if
hi s ot truc i the case of mind shn the scientihe study of
not possible. Modern discoverics in physics, while
inism in the physical
world as they are sometimes alleged 1 , do show that
even in the physical world causation is morc complicated than
the ordinary man imagincs and, 1o that extent, they leave
possil both in the physical and mental world, of causa-
tion being very diffcrent from that suggested by the simple
view thal the same cause always produces the same cffect.
In any case the argument by analogy between physical
causation and mental causation like all ‘other arguments by
y is not a reliable argument. Morcover, most deter-
minists would admit that causation in the mental world i
very diffcrent from that in the physical world. To take one
difference as an enmvlc, when several forces are at worl
together in the physlc world. there is a law by which hese
forces arc combil n'the effect produced cach cause
at work plays its parl On lhe other hand, when a number of
conflicting motives affect the mind, we have no psycho-
logical law to tell us what exactly will be the ffect produced
but it appears that by the act of choice some of the ‘motives
concerned lose all power of producing any effect, 5o that the
effect is the result of some of the motives and not of a com.
ion of them all. When 1 decide to study. philosophy
instead of cconomics my_ prevlously swong desie (o study
cconomics scems now q noperative and has almost no
part in_determining amy ourse of study. What modern
science suggests is that, if causation be universal many
iffcrent forms so that human actions may be determined by
antecedent cvents in a my different way from that in which
1 Many of the follo uments for sclf-determinism and in-
detcrminism oceur in Laied 8 Study in Moral Theory, Ch. 8.
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physical events are determingd, Indecd, e determinst
may go on to say that, when the ordinary man
Will" e is mercly describing a type of cousadon where the

the agent is cons
According to this view a man & et free when he is cars
away by an impulsc, as when the sight of his encmy makes
him strike impulsively; he is only frec when his action is
determincd by the inner tendencics of his being as a whole,
as in the dliberate choice 1o study philosophy i
In reality both actions arc determined; but
ulsive action is determined chiefly by the mn.ude Stimulus,
¥ ter

of the agent
(b) In the physical world we conneet the determ
events by antccedent causes with the ability to predi
hen & metcorologist foretells the weather accurately we
belicve that the weather is determined by antecedent causes
and that the meteorologist knows these causes.
that we arc able o tel what s going 1o happen shows that
we know that these future cvents are causally connected with
cvents that have alrcady taken plice Now in'the case of
mental events, whi cult to predict what a person of
undeveloped character il G in any situation, we can and
do predict with fair accuracy what a man of stable, developed
character will do. We say that we can depend upon such a
man“acting in a certain way in a certain situation. This
would suggest that the conduct of the man of developed
character, to whom we are ordinarily most ready (o attri-
i),

bute frec termined than the conduct of the
impulive child or  undeveloped characer - According

his conduct i Dy the inner
Conditions of his ‘own character rather. than by  outide

circumstances, and as the inner conditions of character
change less from time to time than the outside circumstances,
30 the conduct of the man of developed character is more
predictable.

(¢) It has been argued that if an dction or a motive leading
to an action has no cause, then the person doing the action
cannot be regarded as responsible for it. If at a particular
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moment I can indifferently do either of two actions, the action
that I do has no moral significance, for it is not the result of
anything in my character; the other action might have taken
place just as readily. The action or motve has appean
spontancously and nothing that the agent could have done
would have prevented its appearance. This view actually
suggm that'it s not seldeterminm but indeterminism
‘which would deny all poslblhly of moral res; iy.
Morality demuands that oue actions should ssue c Tom & con-
a permanent scl
lvwmg argumcnu have been used in favour of in-

Jetermi)

(.) ‘We all know directly after we have donc an action that
could have acted diffcrently from what we actually have
dnne hhaving taken a book from my shd( 1 know that
T could have taken another book. This intuition of frecdom
is universal and 5o deserves serious consideration, but it is

pomble ihat it may be mistaken, The fecling of remorse
¢ over past actions also scems to imply the know-

edge that we could have acted differently, but here agai
may be deceived as to our capacitics. People often imagine
that in other circumstances they could have done things
which they have filed L0 do, but thestudent of human nature
generally disbelieves them. For cxample, a man says con-
fidently that he would have made a greater success of another
profession than he has made of his own, but those who know
him best realize that he would have had the same lick of
succes eliewhere,  Similarly our belel in our. freedom of

choice may be a false bel

(b) The argument et without frce will morahly and moral
ible has en referred to.

become an expression of admiration ich o he way that
we may express our admiration of the beauties of fature.
Some people have argued that without freedom of choice
punishment can never be justified, but this docs not secm to

cornect, When we allow pain in operative surgery o cure
diseases which most people belicve to be det by
natural causes, it does mot seem unreasonable to o allow pain
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o b used n the curing o criminal tendencics, even i they
nvolve no free choice.

(@) Te has been argued that the ¢ nowledge thatour conduct

is determined by causes over we have no control

fatalism, were men of strong moral purpose i
To regard good conduct as incvitably necessitated by God's
decrecs may actually strengthen the purpose to carry out that
conduc, and the inspiing cfec o th ida that thi conduct
s God's appointed conduct may be stronger than the
paralysing effect of the idea that man of himself can do
nothing
(@) T ma (be angucd thae deerminiom gives no hope for
the future as it admits of no real change in the universe, of
nothing really new. 1t is possible, however, that the faw of
" deteeminiem s 3 2t of nevtable progtes, snd it was i ths

way
) N owets sauch e may be abl 1o predict the actions of
a developed character we can never be quite sure about them.
This is not due merely to our lack of complete knowledge of
|hc chmc(en and circumstances of others, for we would
ply resent other people maintaining that with such com-
Lexc knowledge they would be able to tell exactly what we
ouncwet would do.  This, in fact, takes us back to our first
and strongest argument that we have an intuition of our own
freedom.
‘These arguments are not decisive in favour of either self-
determinism or indeterminism. If our actions are deter-
mined by antecedent causes it is a causation of a very different
kind from anything that we know in the physical world. Some
of the factors that make it different are (i) the presence of the
activity of choice, a kind of event that is unknown in the
physical world, (ii) the presence of the activity of setting
oneself to do an action, again a kind of cvent unknown in the
physical world, and (iii) the fact that the thought of what is
right or our duty may be one cause determining our actions.
‘Those who belicve in the freedom of the will do not deny that
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ions are limited, and to that cvucm dtlermuwd, by
Conditions both merml and external upposes that
nowledge of Russian in o s fee
iant of Russia in the laters own
ind sees 10 it that we do not jump un-
ﬂdd‘!‘o‘lht m:: even If we were foolish enough 10 wish 10
doso. Professor Broad suggests that the wlimate propertic
of a substance o those in respect the substance
‘cannot the states of |lml subs“ncc within
‘narrow limits, but within these limits there is a certain amount
of fres play.” The beicer in free il appears (0 hold that
ultimate substance of mind is of a kind that allows a rather
arger fee play to s ate or proceses than do most physical
substances. The question of frecdom is not whether mind
acts on the body or not; both determinists and indeterminists
would admit commonly that there s causaion of the deter
‘minist kind L
view of interactionisin. Aceordlngl), the question is whether
mental procese, and pariicularly the proces of seting one-
self 10 action, are determined or not. The point of view of the
outsde obscrverin peychelogy (a n other scences) confies
him to the observation of outside causes producing effecs on
the character of the subject whom hc is obsers From the
nature of the case he never rve a self which acts
causally and yet is not detcrmined in its actions by causes
which may now be a part of the character of the subject but
orginally were produced by ouiside causcs cither i the
heredity or the environment of the subject. Professor
Campbell has suggested that there is alio an inner uaudv

nt, we do definitely give & meaning 10 a causa

By the sel 25 distmgusshed from dhe characer of the sell
determined asi i by heredity and environment and of couri
bypast* e we know

thak we necd not take the line of least resstance, that s the
line our character would lead us 10 take ; by an act of willing

self can decide how far our character shall determine the
action. There does appear to be something more in the
determination of our actions than the various tendencies of

. Avist Soc - udterminim, Formalin e Ve, . 14T
2C. A Campbell: In Defence of Free IWill.
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our character and the outside causes affecting us at the tme
of the action, even if we hold with the sclf-determinists that
the sarious tendences are united in 3 sngle mind or sl
which is regarded by them as the real determinant of our
actions. Th something more may be the iree play which
Professor Broad suggests to be a characteristic of mental

regards as something in some way separable from the
character. _Self-determini b

is commonly kno
go far cnough, for it does not explain the conscious resistance
to the determined tendencies of our character. The rival
hypotheses can, however, hardly be regarded as more than
canfessions of ighorance, <nd the moralis sl avais 2 theory
of willing which will provide a satisfactory psychological
basis for a theory of ethics.




Chapter 111
THE DEVELOPMENT OF MORALITY
§1. Lewls of Deoelopment

inguish between three stages in the develop-
Fa) th level of instnct, m which the conduct

described by McDougal: (b) e tevel of custom, in which
the conduct that appears right to the agent is conduct in
accordance with the cunonu of the group to which he belongs;
and (c) the level of conscience, in which the_conduct that
appears right to the n!em is that approved by his own in-
dividual judgement of what is right and wrong. We have no
sufficient grounds to maintain that the development from one
stage or level to another is a historical development. The
most primitive societics with v acquainted at the
present day show approval of a great deal of conduct that is
in accordance with the custom of the particular soiety con-
cerned, and there are some matters cven in such soc
Where the ndividul jadgement scems to provide the stinds
of rightness and wrongness. And even in the most advanced
socicty there will be manifestations of the level of instinct.
When a man ‘sces red’, for the moment the thing that scems to
him the only appropriate thing to do is an act of violence
which is approved neither by the standards of his group nor
by his own reflective judgement when he is in a calmer state
of mind. The most conscicntious individual in a moder
socicty is likely in most matters o follow the customs of his
group without reflection, and only in one or two special
matters to adopt deliberatcly a new standard of his own,
different from that of those around him. We are rather in
this chapter describing a logical order in the development of
the moral judgement, and, in so doing, we are in danger
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ignoring the many complications to be found in men's actual
judgements at the different levels of development.

§2. The Level of Instinct
Two apparently contradictory pictures have been given of

manin his most ion. The French philosopher
Rousseau leld that man was maurally bath frce and goody
and that the primitve [ of man, fre from the a
ions placed on him by the cuslolm and insti uom of
m-e-y, was a life of idyllic peace, harmony, goodwill
hap) On the other hand, e Enghsh phxlowphcr
Flotbes held that natural man sccks only *(hat which pleascth
him and is delightful (o himsell". ~Every man fecls by nature
that he has a right to all things, and, as all are naturally
ive and forocious, they are bound (o be in a state of
war with one another.  The state of nature is intolerable—'no
place for industry because the fruit thereof is uncertain . . . no
arts, no letters, no society, and, which is worst of all, continual
fear'and danger of violent deaih, and the lf of man, solitary,
poor, nasty, brutish and sh

In’these pictures of pri human nature, Rousseau is
leaving out certain of the instinctive tendencics which modern

ychologists have found in human nature, such as the in-
stincts of pugnacity, self-assertion and acquisitiveness, while
Hobbes is leaving out others of these tendencics, such as the
gregarious instinct, the parental instinet, which soon becomes
attached to other objects than the actual offpring of its
ouner, and the gencral innate tendencie (o feel sympathy
with others, to m and to accept suggestions from
them.Tc 4 in the life of the lower animala that we nd a Iife
nearcst to the purely instinctive level, and we may admit that,
comparison with the lifc of a cultured human society, the
fe of even the most developed animal group is nasty, brutish
and poor. Vet the ife of the lower animals is not altogether
an unceasing conflict among competing instincts within an
idual, or a struggle for cxistencc among different
duals of the same animal species. The gregarious
ct, and the various general tendencics connected with it,
are found in many animal specics, and there appears to be a

* Hobbes: Leviathan, Pt. I, Ch. 13.
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Kind of unconscious tendency to harmony among the various
Inpinets within a single anireal organism. _ Indeed, it s only
when man’s innate tendencies become conscious in the form
of desics that we ind those painful conficts which appear to
be at the basis of our judgements of right and wrong.
seau seems 1o have thought that there was an nconscious
harmonizing of the instincts to be found ive man,
iho may have had a mystica sers of unity with namre that
has been lost both by savages and civilized m
imes: this s what Lovy Bruhl calls the Taw of pamcnpauon.
e i lle cvidenceofsuch 2 harmonising pover n primi-
t

tve society, alihough we are probal

in many ways Trom really pmmllve peoples. The control of
the instinets in the tribes we regard as primitive is often main-
taincd by an claborate customary morality, reinforced by
threatencd punishments from a supernatural sphere, or
tabus, as they are often called.
1t is commonly thought that thg conduct of animals at the
level of instinct cannot be regarded as right or wrong. It is
said to be neither moral nor immoral but amoral or non-
moral, conduct to_which moral predicates are not really
applicable at all. There is no motivation by the judgement
of what is right or by the sensc of duty as we find them in
human beings Vet it i reasonable to suppase that in some
dim way the animal regards the c out of the instinctive
impulsc2sthe right thing t0 do. “T0is  this way at iy rate
that instinctive impulscs appear to human beings. ‘The
pulsc of an instinct reveals itslf as an axiomatically obvious
propasiton, a8 something which isso clearly “scnsc"” that any
sing its bass is wicked or foolisht It is in this
Way that it sccms abvious o the angry man that he should
take vengeance on his opponent. From another point of
view, at the level of instinct, the influenee of outside circum-
stances secms to predominate over the inner nature of the
animal, and there is nothing that we can call free choice;
with sufficient knowlcdge of the animal's inner nature, and
of the outside causes affecting it, complete prediction of its
4 Trotter : Instincts of the Herd in Peace and War, p. 15 (c.
Principles of Psychology, Vol. 1, p. 386).
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conduct would be posible. We may at a latr siage look
back on such conduct and label it good or bad; we may
commend 26 good the hen's selfsacrice im defending her
chickens from a havk, and we may condems, s bad the Uger's
massacre of weaker animals, but these are figures of speech,
borrowed from a later morality. The conduct of both fowl
and tiger s simply natural to slaughcr other animals may
appear 1o the uger as much « ting to do (7 there
be any such consciousness i ¢ all), s to sariie
herell or her chickens ppears to the mothe h
ot the leve of neine shere must be Kinds of condluct
hich are hed by members of the same spcies 3 the agent,
for example those actions which are sa

must be other kinds of conduct which are disliked by the
members of the specics, and which arouse in them the instincts
of repulsion and pugnacity. Westermarek found the origin
of moral disapproval in the violation of our sclf-fecling which
is 3 common Incentive to reentment? It s certsinly
reasonable (o hold that primitive man regards as bad what he

e fact that our moral judgements had their
i our emotions of resentment would not, however,
prove that they are now simply statements that we feel resont:
ment to the conduct we label bad; such a view would be as
absurd as holding that modern science deals with may
because it had its origin in the alchemy of the Middle A
The fa that our moral judgements had a5 their Antccedents
likes and dislikes which varicd from person

I made impartality or d
esenvial charactersic of m tion,? and this charac-
teristic seems to play tin moral judgements as we
-t than the primitive likings or resentments in
which these judgements may have originated.

e society must at
some period or other have taken plce in (wo dirciions.
(i) It became more social and co-o A single man
can do very litle either in producing things (o saiily s
' Westermarck: Ethical Relativity, pp. 62-70.
2 Westermarck : op. 91-94.
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necds or to protect himsclf against his enemics. And some
of his innate tendencies ke the gregarious instnct, the sex
instint, imitativeness, suggestibility and sympathy alrcady
imply the cxistence of other people and his having relations
with them. It Is both because of his own naturally social
nature as well as for the better satisfying of his

is
of Jabour with_ different. people. performing the differont
functions for which they are best suied. In one very simple
form of division of labour we may find the man defending

from its encmics, while the woman provides the vy

In different circumstances the man docs the work of hunting
while the women gathers the vegetable. foods, or, at & later
stage,the man doesthe outdoar work, while 1 , more.
n her range by the need of tending her childrem,

does the work invide the home.  Latcr developments in the
division of Jabour demand the differcnt kinds of craftsmen,
such as the potter and the weaver in Indian village life, and
such specialization of function is a mark of a developing

fon
h are simpl
contrivances to assist in production. It s scen also i

of stratagem in primitive wars; the weaker man by using his
brain may defend himself successfully against the stronger.
At this stage, reason is chicfly used in the choicc of méans, but
means are proximate ends, for our mind may be 5o occupied
in seeking the means, that for the time being it becomes for us
an end, and there can be no hard and fast distinction between
the choice of proximate ends and of ultimate cnds. Even for
civilized man the distinction is often a vague one, and the
ends which we set beforc us as dcfinite goals, like passin
examinations and making moncy, arc really only proximate
ends or means, although we arc often vague as to the ends
to which these means lead.

1t has already beon suggesied that a society, cntiely at the
level of instinct may never have really existed in the human
or in the animal world. What we have been describing arc
tendencies. which must have been at work at some time or
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other during the carly siages of the development of human
There must have been the raw material of instinc-

tendencies, There must have been "at some stage or other
feelings of pleasurc in certain types of conduct and of dis-
plcnnn i othors, feclings which may have spread rapidly in
, because of its members’ natural tendencies to sug-
esibilty and sympathy. And at s developments must
Jinve occurred, not cqualy n all ditctins butspasmadically
nd unevenly, 1owards more raional and rare social conduct.
Tt appears (00 that, in spite of much emphasu on the con-
tinuity of evolution made by scientists at different times, at
one point nature made a leap.  While there are resemblances
between animal conduct and savage conduct, the difference
between the o is immense, and there is no evidence of
intermediate links. The most highly cultured chimpanzee
falls far short of the most primitive of normal sava
ability (0 use bt resson and to crgeg
in the power to communicate with his ellovs that these
imply. It is likely that he ko Talls short in hi pover
direct his conduct consciously. And at his very lowest vl
‘man shows a capacity of judging his own behaviour that does
not seem to occur at all in the animal world.

§3. The Leoel of Custom
Au_this stage man considers to be right those forms of
condet vlich are approved by the standards or customary
e of ehaviour o the social group to which he belongs
et evelthe bad action s she acion tha done’, and
{he good action s the action that has been ‘ahuays
The importance of this level is suggested by the proA
it has had on our ethical terminology. The word ‘morals’
is derived from the Latin word mores, meaning habits or
customs, and the name *cthics” itsclf comes as a secondary
derivative of the Greck word 0os which also meant custom
or habit. We now ditinguish betwcen customs that are
actually practised by the y of a society and customs
that are approved by the y, (ohsther they live up to
heir conviclons of not) for we realie that
fcc the better and follow the warse, At the Tevel of custom,
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however, this distinction s not consciously made; what is
done is what ought to be done, and the ways in which their
ancestors actually lived arc the ways approved by the living

generation.
There can be lide doubt that the basis of customary
rious in-

morality s the insinct known as the
stinct, and ¢ mate tendencics of sympathy, i ness
and & which are closely bound up with this
nstiner, Peflmps they should be regarded rather as cx-
sions or developments of this insingt than as general
innate tendencies in the way the sct y McDo
As Trouter has pointed out in his book on Zlie Instincts qflﬁ:
Herd in Peace and War, impulses that are derived from
4, hecaute of thi hevd inch come. o conseionsnens
with the sense of being the obvious thing to do, which we have
scen already to be characteristic of human impulses dependent
on imtinett There s however a notcworthy diffsrence
betwoen impulics arising from instinct and those
asising from other iatingis, - Each other instinet has its own
special impulsc thesex insinctimpels men to mate and the
flight instinct impels men to run away. The herd instinct,
however, may give to any tendency to action, to which we are
impelled by the group, the feeling that it is the obvious and
necessary thing to do, and to any opinion the characterstic
of appearing self-cvident 1o the person holding it. In this
way he mosal opinions of the geoup come 10 the individual
25 wlb<yident peinciples which no. reasonable persbn
doubr. 1t is bocause of their common instinetive basis that
it is impossible to distinguish sharply the level of custom from
the level of instinct. It is just as much a part of human nature
o fel pleasure in what gives ou neighbour pleasurc 55 it is
to feel resentment against a_person intcrfering wi
actions o to el tender afection towards our ofpring.
re here dealing with a level of conduct of which we can
find naq..m examples both in history and in
unitics as they exist to-day. Such commu
more civilized societis in 2 larger place being given to the
rving of customs and a smaller place being given o in-
Sl sefcton on moral matters Ts mase b admied,
1 Trotter : op. cit., pp. 44-48-
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however, that even the most advanced of human societics is
still largely at fey
much on moral matters and these gencrally only in one or
«wo special dircctions. A stiking aractcyinic of the cve.
tomary level is the large place given in it to the tribe or com-
munity as contrasted with the individual. At this stage the
tribe or nation is not merely a political unit for the protcction
of its members. It is an economic unit gcuﬂlly providing
for al it ow e, bolding all nd
having a certain amount of speci
within the group. It is also in some sense a moral unit for
a wrong dono by 3 membe of th tribe s 8 won fo which
the whole tribe is held responsible, wrong done to a
member of the tribe is a wrong wl
venge. The moral outlook At this fove s Hamraied s

‘of Achan in the Old Testament.t  When Achan com-
ed a theft the whole tribe suffered a defeat, and even
when the wrong that had so caused the defeat was traced
to Achan, not the thief alone but his household and kinsmen
were destroyed in order to remove the evil from the tribe.
The blood feud betwcen familis as i stll xists o the Norih-

et Fronti of India s ancther caample of the family or

ive being held responsible for the crime committed by the
individual. The group is also a religious unit, oftcn united
by mystical and supernatural bonds to some dead aneeor
or even to a totem-animal, which is in some sense
s th Thebancetor of the tribe In hose T e whers-wibe
o

The place given o the single group or tribe in 3 pr
socicty at the ¢
many groups wuh \xluch pg

to various

n
groups—to his fa .1, (which is a far smaller group than the
Joint-family or tribe of the customary level), to his business,
to his club, 1o his school or college, to his church and to his
state. One of the results of having so many auachments is
that o single one of them can have the aulherity of scope in
the life of the individual that the primitve tribe had for the
primidve man.  The fact, too, hat the diferent groups
+ Joshua vii.
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to which he belongs make different and sometimes con-
i jemands on the individual makes the modern man

realize that he himself has to decide what action he shall
take when such a conflict arises. It is difficult for us to put
oursclves in the position of a man at the level of custom, when
there was one group only, a kind of enlarged family before
which the individual scemed utterly powerless and without
the support of which the individual would have o sorc of
life to enjoy at al

How 4 cears or approved ways of acting arise? They
were ways of acting that were satisfying to the whole group,
partly because they satisficd the instinctive cravings of  great
many individuals at the same time, and partly because they

de monious compromisc among those instinctive
tendencics which were in danger of conflicting with one
another cither within an individual or between different
duals in dhe communiy. Primitive man, of coure,
not always reason clearly about such customs. Some.
imes there was a fallacious piece of reasoning (hat a certain
line of action had been harmful in one
50 must be harmful in every case. Such fallaci uctive
seasoning are sull at the base of most of our superstitions,
for_example, people will refuse to travel in green clothes

use of the fatc at Flodden of the Scottish armics who are
alleged to have been so dressed when they marched to defat
jern_men oftcn detect such superstitions and _shay

distinguish them from customs the value of which Has m..
cstablihed by experience, but it s unikcly that primiive
peoples cver made such a_disting For them, unlucky
Fonduct was the same 7s bad conduct, and lucky conducy
was the same as good conduct. Another fact which weakens
the valuc of custom is that a custom always tends to outlive
its usefulness. The custom of fighting ducls came from a time
when the duel was the onl able way in which a
wronged individual could sccure justice, but it survived into
imes when there were other Ieks arbiirary and more im-
partial institutions for sccuring jus d then just because
Fhas an old imtitotion it had a spacial appesl 6 men of

n-n.m are many other traditions about the origin of this
estitin. hut the same fallacy is involved in them,




The Development of Morality 65

honour. Old age not only keeps alive customs which are no
longer usc{ul itftengives them an ncnbililv

p has various ways o ance
of s costoms. (1) There ol i the v of ‘public
opinion. Our natural tendencies of sympathy, imitativencss
and suggestibility make us wish to do what our neighbours
2pprove. and nathing s more unpleasant 1o the ordinary
man than the fecling that he is regarded as a strange being
with whom his neighbours will have nothing to do. If
Troter was right, the herd instinct gives to the opinions of
our neighbours an obviousness and sclevidence that belong
o opinions motiated by instinct and not by loical
g, (b) A familiar support of the customs of & primitive
society is the fabu. 1f an individual does someth i
forbidden by custom, supernatural powers will
punishment of ilncs, accident, or oven death upon him.
This punishment s often attributed to the actvity of the dead
ancesiors of even the animal ancesor of the irbe 5o that it
invests the authority of the group with that fecling ofre
awe which Otio has called the ‘numinous’ state of
(<) This authority is often supported by an claborate religious
al, and ritual is a most powerful ally of customary morality.
ious ritual often scrves to work up the tribe to a state of
great cmotion, and this cmotion is often enlisted on the side
of what is customary. This is especially truc of the rites of
initagon to manhood where impressive rital is wed to
' home 1o the youth both the authority of the tribe and
o importance of obscrving s customs. jern example
is that of the solemn oath administered often with the ritual
embellishment of a forcign language to doctors on their being
admitted to their profession. Ritual is also used in the con-
demnation and punishment of offenders against the customs
of the group, and we find this stll in the dignified ritual of
our lav-courts whi j

tenanc of custom is more indircet but 3l cHetve.  We find

ritual used on the great occasions of lifc, birth, marriage and

death, and at other times of special as the

sowing and harvesting of crops, the declaration of war or the
1 Outa: The Idea of the Holy, Ch. .
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building of a new house. In these things the ritual ofien
indicates that the group as a whole has an interest and stake
in the lfe of the individual, and its part on such occasions adds
toits authorty i the cye of the individual, '(d) The group
is generally prepared to force (o compel the
reSiran, thddeal o apmeiae s eusorms. 1 Tarac:
teistie of cutomary morality that t s no hesiation in
compelling people to be good;

that people should be free to oo the Tight o e
selves belong 10 the level of conscience.

A the level of custom the grea siep hut been taken of
having established moral standai that the individual no
longer always does Simply i ght in his own cyes or
what appeals to his natural instincts. There are defects
in these siandards,as we hall st n the ext paragraph, but
to have standards with a cert nt of universality is
“the one thing needful for mmluy n this |
standards are supported both by d
group and by strong penaltics for their
is sometimes suggested, are these sandards 2 altogether arbi.
s they have been proved 10 & large cxent o be usclul

f the group.
Pave themselves  sccondary wselolness in- furthering lﬂnm;
social life

also likely to form
regular hal —under the in-
fuence of the esablished Aot o group in which he

Teis true dhat at this level the standards themselves have
great defeets. There is gencmlly little distinction made
between customs based on reasoni experience and those
an e supersitions. - Agamn rulcs dealing with most
trivial matiers are often given more importance than rules
dealing with what we now regard as the most important
affairs of morality. A slight crror, like the using of @ wrong
word in a picce of religious ritual, may be regarded as more
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serious than a crime of violence. We find in all early codes
oflaw even in the Jewish aw steibuted o Moses, & curious
ure of petty regulation and ultimate moral principle.
O the whote, the andards of customary moraliy are (06
rigid, making no allowance for individual circumstances,
and they take liule or 00 account of the motve of the docr
ofln ncl wve little room for md.wldua freedom.
with itspossi new and creative forms of goodness,
and the Tact that the standards are to be rigidly cnforced
Thcans that they annot bo setvery high. ~ Tris lack of rcedom
and the rigid subordination to a limited number of fixed rules
arc not the best conditions for the development of he highest
type of character, and there scems to be e at this stage
P ncourage. the unificaon.of the various desires of the
Individual, which is characteristic of developed morality.

§4. The Level of Conscience
At the level of custom the authority in the moral life is
outside the individual ; he must do what is approved by his
group. At the level of conscience the moral authority is
inside the individual; it is an inner voice that directs him,
and now it is what conscience commands that appears the
obvious and proper thing to do. This is 5o much the case
that Trotter was inclined to maintain that conscience is
merely a developed form of the moral dictates of the herd
operating through the herd instinct,t but surely the most
charaiteristic cxpressions of conscience are those where it
contradicts the commands of the group. It is true that
conmnec often bids a man follow the customs of his
ut sometimes it does not, and at this level e
decldmg factor is always what the man himself regards as

"8The advance from the level of custom takes place in three
dircctions. (@) The standards of moralty are now acivly
chosen by the ual after a greater or less amount of
Geliberation; they are. no.longer accepicd passively a8 an
inevitable. part of his life in a group. Even when the in
dividual does not himself make an active examination of the
standards of his group, and does not deliberately choose to

3 Trotjer op. cit., p. 40, 41.




[ AAn_ Introduction to Ethics
aceept ar eject them (and few individuals have the ability

and the encrgy to engage in such a deliberatc examination),
the mdmduﬂ oo e an e he hooncs dectae
moral matters. (b) There is a new personal

mteresl in morality. At the group level the moral standards
are more or less unconsciously acecpted as part of the moral
atmosphere of the sacicty to which the individual belongs,
but at the level of conscience to be good is an individual
matter, and is sometimes actually thought of as being for the
advantage merely of the individual himself. We may indecd
define individualism as *the asscrtion by the individual of
his own opinions and belicfs, his own independence and
interests as over against group standards, authority and

ensl‘ Historically, the tendency for morality to become.
rsonal matter has been helped by the commg

ot the Higher religions and especialy of Ch y wi

alus of the individualsoul, i

), in cons
trast to the transitory nature of all social groups, is destincd
for a personal immortality. () While other aspects of human
fare become maters for the various institutions and groups
in 8 developed sociey, purc morality tends 1o become the
sphere of the individual alone. There I 3 tendency, for
he sphercs of ethics and of petiicy,

holding that palites deats with she afTir of the st and
at the moral standards which apply to ind
hacdly relevant i the politcal sphec; hi i surl
fortunate effect of the tendency to

civic life is at the most one sphere among the many in which
a man can express his goodness.

The development I'roll\ the level of custom to the level of

1o be largely.

We have scen how the spread of Christ
dividualistic outlook which is ﬁmd,llm:nul to the level of
conscience. Other historical events, like the breaking up
of the Greek city states in the fourth century before Chrm,
and the Renaissance of the fourtcenth and fifteenth centuri
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with its rich unfolding of individual human capacitics were

werful aids to such an advance. The movement from
rality to individual reflective morality is one,
ich depends on fundamental tendencies of human
mature which only reccive a new impetus from such historical
cvents as have been mentioned. In all men there arc two
opposing tendencies which we may label the ‘hormic’ and
e tendencics the. tendency 1o be. always. Secking
something new and the tendency to cling firmly to the
old. W. S. Gilbert indicated thesc two tendencies when
he wrote:

* That cvery boy and every gal
That's born into the world alive
tle Lil

Is cither a 1}
le Conservative.’!

Oreclse a

He might have said equally truly that each new child is both
Liberal and Conscrvative at the same time; each has the
tendency both to go forward to the unknown and to remain in
theways of the past. Ther.nemic tendency by itself favours the
continuance of the level of custom, and the hormic tendency
may lead to new-

to moralstandards at all; this is the reason why moralisis 50
often distrust those with new ideas. Ttis the struggle between
he two, tendencies ithin- the individual hich arouscs in
Him inGiyidual reflection and so Faise him from the level of
custom * the level of conscience. It may only be in one or
two matters that the two tende ividual,
but when he does face that conflct reflcctively even on a single
ssue, he has passed from the level of custom to the level of
conséicnce.  Another factor in human nature which leads to
this advance is the conflict btween the interests of the in-
dividual and the interests of the group as a whole. It is
characteristic of the customary le morality that the
individual has no other intcrests than those of his group, and
50 long as the conditions are difficult and dangerous a
confict between personal inerest and the inerstof the tribe
is not likely to arise; the individual sees that the very best
TW. S, (nlben hlanlhr, Act. 1.
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thing which he can do for himself is 10 subordinatc his own
interests to those of his group and to assist in the common
defence of his group and in the common struggle for existence.
‘There is a return to such a condition in modern the
viduals again arc prepared to
ore their personal interests for the sak ommon
interests of their society. Nor is such a conflict ity v0 are
when the members of & group are almost at the same level of
ability and education, for then they will find their own
interests served best by working cntirely for the interests of
the group. The case is diffcrent, however, as soon as
man outshines his fellows. The village poucr in an Indian
village may continue mevcly to play his part in the group
cconom) age until he discovers some
e e wim to el al o ‘oters. Then people
come from other villages to buy his pots, and he will be
temptcd o g0 and scll Tor his own personal gain in a more
advantageous market. For our purpose the relevant result
that he begins to think of his own intcrcst as something
different from the “interests of his group. Circumstances
may hasten the conflict between group and individual in-
erests. A time of famine, for cxample, may drive the
nergeuc individuals vy from th arca of thir tibe 10 seck
thei iving elsewhere, and when this hap erests
of the exiled individual are o longer likery (6 e saemial
yith thase of the group.  War, industcal development and
indeed outside change of any kind arc likely to offc. oppor-
tunities for new leaders, and the new lcader is likely to find his
own interests 10 be different from those of the tribe with its
cstablished chief. Yet it would be wrong to suggest that the
aserion of individual intercsts s a late development, for
from the very beginning, there is in each individual an instinct
afselbasertion. At the lcvel of custorn the cxpressions of this
instinct may be kept in strict control by the customs of
tribe, but it is there all the Gme and is ready o find expression
yherover opportunity offers, One of the first ways n which
ividual is likely to assert himself is by using his own
Judgement in moral mattcrs and, whencver he docs 0, he
for the moment at least moved from the level of custom
to the level of conscience.
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§5. A Compwison of the Level of Custom and the Lesel of Conscience
Morality to-day in most parts of the world is largely a

F , here and there, individuals reflccting
nce of conscience,

ustoms of their country or class or
Tt is a social gain that most men should accept the
if everybody were

‘set’s

standards of their group without questi
constanily asking questions about the rightness and wrong-
ness of the ways of their socicty, there would be a lack of

ability in the morals of a community, and the young would
Jiave very little chance of learning almost unconsciously the
Ioral traditions of their race. In most matters even those

o e

ur tandards that prevail at the
. ards that at d

o tom must have originated in the refccon of some

val in the past. It is true that the founders of the great

s moral codes aributed their codes to a Divine

el but, cven if we admit this, the Divine inspiration

spir irough the individual conscicnce and must have been

carmscd by the moral refictions of the human instrument
it was

, in a moral code. The codes so pr
y the pioncers of morality probably suffered weakeRing
de modification before gai
and,ed only compare the tcachings of the Sermon on the
fount and the conventional moral code of the majorily of
Mottians to scc how individual idcals become weakoned
forc they become part of the accepted code of customary
et ity In this way the level of conscicnce may have beey
e found at the beginning of customary morality, as well
Cccurring a5 a revolt against customary morality, the way
78 0 we most commonly find it at the present day.
in N efective morality as it is found at the level of conscicnce
and conventional morality as it i found at the level of custom
Sifer in the following respects:
(1) At the level of custom *what is done” and what is not

ron
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done’ may not be what we would call moral matters at all.
Religious ritual, for example, is given an cqual importance to
moral conduct, and, (6 judge from the way that he two are
mixed together in such a code as the law of Moses, both arc
regarded in the same way. To be wrong in the one is the
same kind of wrongness as to be wrong in the other. Again,
hat we would
Fa os 3 moral v wnd what we would regard o a
political by-Taw, ike the rul of the road; ‘both st equally
be done by the members of the tribe. In modern times the
confusion between morality and other spheres is most clearly
seen in the case of etiquette. The conventional person, and
the word conventional implics that in some respects he is at
the level of custom, feels a breach in the code of the manners
of b clas ik wearing 3 lounge st at dinner while all the
guests are in dinner jackets, with the s
oo s e awould fecl i o fellow-gucss esught him teling
a i ficctive morality on the other
disinetion very clear between what 1s morally wrong, and
what is merely disapproved of on other grounds, although it
may admit that these ot custom may have
Indirect moral effects. A heretical way of performing &
religious rite may, for cxample, cause social disorder, as when
Laud's liturgy was used in Edinburgh in 1637 ; discbedience
the rule of the road may cause an accident endangering
life; and cven a man's appearing at dinner in a lounge suit
may hurt the feclings of his hostess  all these are mora: cffects.
At the level of conscience, however, we sce just what is moral
sbout them, and disinguish t from what is merely customary,
and this is our first great gain.
2) At the level of custom the business of the individual
is to observe and to follow the habits of others, At this level
it may cven be a disadvantage to morality for him (o ol
closely and autentively, for the individual is more likely
look of his group if the
tendencies of sympathy, imitativeness and suggestibili
allowed a free and half-conscious play without the
ference of delibcratc attention which may lead to critical
refiection. On the other hand the task of the individual at.
the level of conscience is to reflect on the customs of his
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roup dhes arethe data on which his consience worls, or

n the most original moralist does not begin a new moral
Syotem from the strt; he begins by criticism of what is there
already. In his rcﬁacuon, he is likely to make discoverics of
different kinds. (a) He will discover that certain customs
Which wsere formerly wsefal are now no longer so, but may
even be detrimental to the welfare of his society. The custom
may no longer fulfil the purpose that it orgimally fulfilea
For example, the prohibition of the taking of interest in
Mohammadan countries was certainly a useful rule when all the
money that was borrowed was borrowed for consumption by
the borrower, but the extension of that custom into industrial
communities, where money is chicfly borrowed for purposes of
production and so performs a useful function in society,
scems o be socially harmful and quite ouside the original”
purpos of the rule. (b) He will discover that customs vary
Eremiy. from one another im their importance. The paying
o tithes on spices like mint and anise and cummin according
to Jewish custom was recognized by Christ as something
that ought 1o be done, but h saw that it was a duty of litle
importance compared with others, such as works of judgement,
mercy and faith.! () He will discover that certain customs
are not justificd by his own moral intelligence. The institu-
tion of slavery had in the carly nincteenth century a long
tradition of custom behind it, and its supporters could point
out that there was not a single word agains the inttuion
as such tn the Christian was considered to express
man's highest moral nPArauom, and yet to reficetive men at
that period the institution was recognized as a bad one and
one that had o be got rid of. At llu: present day the pacifist
opposes the cust efence of one's country,

has ly a long Grion-of mara approvai
it the pacifst o course may be wrong, Lo the fallible
ividual may be ed to wrong conclusions by his reflections,
but whether right or wrong he has taken the matter of fighting
from the Jevel of custom 1o the level of conscience, as the name
“conscientious objector’ given o the pacifist in time of war
suggests. Al such refiection is stimulated and aided by the
comparison of the moral code of one's own group with those
3 Luke xi. 42.
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of other groups. Indeed, travel and wars, which have taken
men o sec the ways of other civilizations, arc_powerful
inflencs in arosing men's minds from th fevel of custom,

that of conscience:
1;) A: the lml of custom there is no room for progress or
development. The reformer and the delinquent arc both
example,
‘both are Luly to be labelled *Bolsheviks" or ‘revoluti mrlu'
by the supporters of conventional morality. The ri
e levelof canseienee opens the door for change ; this chz\nge
need ot always be for the better, but at least progress is now
possible. In our next section we shall see certain dircctions in
which pogres has been madein the period known o history.

(4) At the level of custom the group is satisfied if the i
dlvudual oul\valdly its customs. It is to be remem-

that there are customs of speaking as well as
ing, and it is necessary to 'say the right thing” as well as
o “do e Fight thing'. Tt is at the costomary level that
heretics, who say the thing that must not be said, receive the
severest weatment. ‘The customary level might go so far as
to demind a uniformity of motive, but there is no way of
esting such a uniformity and so Custom ¢an demand anly
uniformity in outward expression. The level of conseience
on the other hand is one where it is maintained that the inner
springs of action, the motive and the intention, arc of more
Tnponince than the outward bodily movements, o their
effects. In this direction mor: s received dnuch aid
from the development of more personal and spiritual religion
with its belief that ‘man looketh on the outward appearance,
but the Lord looketh on the heart”.

(5) The level of custom tends to maintain morality at
rather a dead level throughout the community. Painful
punishments prevent any individual from sinking much

below that level, but there is lmle encouragement and at
times even some danger for the i
much above the average level of
who has little concern with anything but the smooth running
of the state there is much advantage in the maintenance of the
level of custom. It avoids disturbance, it prevents serious de-
gradation, and it docs not require on the part of the statesman
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the effort of creative thought. The level of conscience
gn the orher band is one in wiich great individual saints are
likely to appear, but it is also unfortunately one in which the
individual who ‘chooses the downward path has little to keep
him from utter ruin. This is one reason why many who
themsclves have risen 10 the level of conscience urge the

necessity of
they say that llmr ‘conscicnce approves the customary stan-
dards of their group. They realize that a customary morali

is more likely to keap the evil-doer from wrong 1 than the Jead-
ings of his own undeveloped or perverted consci
By In'a Similar way, customary morality cannot adapt
1k o the special necds of each individual. In some
respects this is a gain for it ensures that the established rules
of morality cannat be upset by the seliterest o prejudice
Yet it docs prevent what we may
o he moral i uch o8 the doing of
lar cicumstanges which are urique,
istic of the morally best men that they
have had th insght o do such unique act. T said tha
forld War in 1918, the suggestion was
1 Prime Minister that bs it gaove shoujd
g of some_shiploads of food to Hamburg in
vanquished Germany. We may well belicve that the maker
o thissuggestion had 5 unique insght and that the acion
would have been morally sight, but the Prime Minister
probabiy realized that such a thing was ‘not donc’ and was
contrary to the standards of the group in such circumstances.
Such an acton belongs to the level of conscience which can
always be on the outlook for new ways of being good.

Such a comparison may scem altogether in favour of
reficctive morality at the conscicnce level, but it is doubtful
whether such morality can exist except with a background of
customary morality. If the individual i to have a free choice
in moral matter he mut have some sabiliy o moral back-

ground, and some assurance that his fellow-citizens will not
Fertere unduly with b freedom. Tt is Bkely that it is only
a wellctablished morcl tadilion that can provide such &
background. Anarchy does not provide the best environ-
ment for the exercise of the individual conseience.
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T vl of consince sl i not without i detects and
dangens. ‘Toe ‘posibility of an individual choosing the way
of &l with none of the restraints imposed by Sustomary
morlty bas aready been mentioned. Vet ven for the man
bo takes the good e seiauly there are certain dangers.
The consientio man may, for example, fall into a kind of
‘morbidity or unhealthy self-centredness in which his attention
i aken away fom the abviow dutis demanded of him Ly

perivg ol ‘may even be a deliberate cult of his own
perfection with a corresponding neglect of his social dutics.
‘The monk who has chosen to leave the world for the cultiva-
ton of hi v soul i3 in danger of [orgeumg that he has
duties to the world he has abando that some
& the monastic
i, but in such there must be. no morbid scll'—ccnlrcdncu.
Again, the fact that at s | kvd there arc so many
spheres of human activity makes it casy for the individual 10
it his morality 10 certain of these spheres, for example to

his leisure and family life, while his business is run for the
purpose y with no moral considerations
Except the very Nmited honesty that busincss. prudence
requirs. In an extme cate 2 man may find tlicr spheres
of activity 5o interesting that he ignores morality altogether.
The artist may claim that he is so absorbed in hu art that for
him morality simply docs not matter at all. ~ Another danger
ofthe lvel of consccnce i that of a incividual giving up the
observance of a moral rule when he no longer understands its
meaning and usefulness, Around the institution of marringe
ther have gathered n the courseof history a great mumber of
ese have seemed to the reflective of owr

own generation to Hooe o significance, and the result has
been a tendency to abandon all the restraints imposcd by
trdion, alihough a fuler reficcion would show that the
doing so bas always had disastrous effects y. It
Sppeiras If the right atitude (o traditional custom’ is to
abandon it not when we fail to see its uscfulncss but only
when we sce that it is definitely harmful. There is a safety
and stability about customary morality, even although it
does not admit of the attainment of such heights of goodness
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as a morality directed by individual conscicnce, and there
appears to be a place for both custom and reflection in an
ideal community.

§6. The Historical Devclopment of Morality
A survey of social history as it is known to us docs show that
on the whole, in spite of periods of sinking into mercly
customary ways, there has actually been a development from
the level of custom in the direction of the level of cor
O course this development has not been continuous; after
the appearance of a moral lcader who, by his insight or
refiection, ejets on of the accepted ruls o moraliy, there
isa long period in which, afc strugglc and m
Tilure, the new rule becomes acoepled a5 a part of customary
morality. Indecd, the relkcnve mmlm has not nch'cved
is purposc wntil what was for Fim a matter
s ‘become for others a matice of custom.  He himselt, of
course, has reached the level of conscience when he chooses
something different from what is customary, but his moral
gain is only consolidated by its becoming a matter of custom.
The story of the changed attitude 1o slavery in Britain or
Amcrica. during (he nincicenth contury. peorides a good
cxample of thiv. Tn an ideal socicty i appears that conscience
would always direct the individual to follow the customs of
the group in matters where there is & custom, for an ideal
socicty,_would have only the best possible customs. In an
ideal, ety there would, however, carainly be matier
in which ustom, so that there would be an
cpparturity Tor originality and ercativencss in_ the moral

Hmonully there have becn certain moral gains as part of
this development from customary to reflective morality.

(a) The moral judgement has tended 1o deal with the inner
causcs of action rather than the outward conduct. This,
as we have scen, is an cssential clement in the development
from the level of cstom o the leve ofconsience, We ind
it historically in the new attitude to and par-
cularly to the young delinguent, where an. nl(empl s now
made to discover the mental history behind the crime. or in
the use of confession in the practice of religion.




78 An Introduction to Ethics

(b) Thc area of the moral life has been enfarged.
‘moral duties were almost all wllhm the
w:h obhlauons as there were
and magical rather than moral
in_dealing with the unknown. istically
minded to-day would admit that m: have some dutics to .\ll
humanity. Even most emphatically not
to lnurfm with the customs of coples declare
‘we have one moral duty t0 such pcoplc, namely the duty
o{luvm; them alone. A great many people now fecl that
they have some duties to the animal wo'rld at least the obliga-
tion not to cause animals uscless and unnccessary pml‘. and
this s«m: a moral advance in the last few centu about
can be no doubt. The wilful lorm ng of
‘izl ‘m;h uniil a century ago was among the most
common of Englsh sports has, exccp for the barbarous reli
Certain
movements indeed like that against vivisection go very far
in giving equal consideration to animals and men in the matter
of causing pain. The more humane treatment of animals,
even if in some cases it has been perverted to preferring
domestic animals to one’s fellow-men, is undoubtedly a great
‘moral achicvement,

(€) The development to reflective morality has given us the
Inowledge that morality is something that we can try to
understand, and the study of ethics belongs to the level of
conscience. In India and China, where customary codes of
morality have long prevailed, there has been litle ethical
reflection. Modern ethics began in those Greck thinkers
who themselves passed from the level of custom to the level
of conscience, particularly Socrates and the Sophists. ~ At the
reflective level, we realize that morality is not a la

on us by an arbitrary creator or his ministering priests ; it n
Pot even a Jaw imposed upon us by our fellow-men. It is
law that we oursclves can un m
guidance because we scc tha sense to do so. The

it Greek moralists realized lhu, but the long moral
domination of the Roman Catholic Church in the Middle
‘made men feel again that the moral law was outside
them and beyond their understanding. In totalitarian

In the
be, and

ranger were o
t \m pradent to be
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states in our own day there has been a renewal of this im-
the moral law r utide, although this s fien
been disguiscd by the su n that the moral law in some
way expreses he ‘real YA of the people concemed. Tt is
truc s better in most cases to observe moral customs ‘

that “C do not understand if there be no reason fo _trans-
gressing them, but the very effort to understand i

moral enterprise of considerable value, and the means of
Taking the maral law something that we accept openyed
for oursclves by our own free choice.




Chapter 1V
THE PSYCHOLOGY OF THE MORAL JUDGEMENT

§1. Conscience—the Subject of the Moral Judgement
Iohesecond chaper it was iy
‘which may lead to action is a scnse of duty, an

the third chapte th level a6 which the indwidual himsell
judges what is n called the level of
Conscience. chapter we are sl more or lexs engaged
in mercly descriptive science. We are asking how the sensc
of duty or conseicnce actually works in the mminds of men:
we are not directly coneerned with the validity of its decisions
o whetherdheyarc alays in accord with the normative s
of cthics, Conscience is defined in a standard dictionary as
“the faculty or pring ciple which pronounces upon the meral
quality of one's actions or motives approving the right and
condemning the wrong”.!Conscience in the popular opinion
is certainly one faculty of the mind, but modern psychologists
are almost unanimous in their agreement that the mind works
25 a single unity, and 5o it is the mind as a whole thalt is cn-
gaaed in making moral jodgements. The word conscience’
itsef with its suggestion of knowing fogether cxpressed in the
Latin prefix con and its similarity to the wider term ‘con-
sciousness” i its very derivation suggests that the mind as a.
whole is responsible for moral judgements and involved in
what we call conscince. The English moralist, Butler,
disinguished between two sspects ofconscience.t here
cogni reflective function of conscience.? It con-

Sders eh cmnnm, “eetions, intentions and motives with the
special aim of discovering their goodness and badness.
* Shorter Oxﬁﬂd English Dictionary.
*Broad g/’ i
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Butlr himsel regarded his reflection 2 largly an inel-
lectual maltcr; we have in view anidal natur o consttution
of man and we judge partcular characirs and, actions &
reference to that ideal. ~Conscicnce also judges that pain is
appropriate to wrong-doing and happiness to right-doing.
AL s scems o for truc, but it should alko be emphasizad
that conscience is even more intuitive than intellectual; it
sces direetly the rightness and wrongness of actions rather
than discovers them by reasoning processes, and Butler's
view that pain is appropriate to wrong-doing and happiness

l-dotng is something that we can only know by a
nsight or intuition. Actually the judgements of
conscience vary from being the logical conciusions of well-
thought-out trains of moral reasoning to being di

judgements in other spheres, in nlxgxon Tor cxample. Some
otour ,udgemm; are the results of trains of reasoning; others
the truth of w ident although

mup-lble of proof. (b) Conscience has also an imperative
or authoritative aspect.! Butler says that conscience does
not merely give arguments for one action rather than another ;
it decides in favour of one action. To take a metaphor from
the Taw-courts 1t 1 in the plau oflhe judge and mot of the
advocate on either side of But kr nallud that,
because of human weakness, “ihe to make
such a decision may be lacking in an mdlvldual ‘conscience,
but the right to do so is always there. ‘You cannot form a
notion of this faculty conscience,” wrote Butler, ‘without
taking in judgement, direction, superintendency. = This is a
constitutive part of the idea, thiat i, of the faculty itself: and
10 preside and govern, from the very economy and cor
tion of man, belongs o it, Had it strength as it has right,
had it power as it has manifest authority, it would absolutely
govern the world.' Of course in actual experience con-
science does not require to give an authoritative decision in
the case of every action that we do; our hlblu are such that
we can normally engage in actions ut calling in con-
science to make a decision a3 to theit fessor
Butler : Sermons 11, 11T : Upon the Natural Supremacy of Conscience.

o
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C. D. Broad has pointed out that conscience has also an
e ar 2 fanctons it actually iniates. of chocks
acton, an in this vy, 13 e have already poinied out,
onc of the mental processes causing 1t may

i Jadgements o comicpce. age Judgements with &
strong idéo-motor tendency so that they automatically tend
10 realize themselves in action or in the prevention of action.
It is here that the ‘sensc of duty’ comes in as a motive to
aecn, n mydom wk by way of an ideo-motor tendency

one of wman tendencies 1o do what
e s of duty di alxhwlh it is clear that such a
endeney, IT i exists, s ofien overcome by other tendencies
of our naturc.

There are other characteristies of conscience. The Greek
philesopher Socrates noticed that his_guardian spirit or
{dacmon’ gave negative guidance, telling him what not to
do rather than what to do.? This seems to be gencrally
characteristic of the dircct intuitions of conscience, cven in
the case of those who make no such claim to supernatural

guidance. We have to reflect on plans for positive
Bt the prohibition of an action comes more or less in-
vl we st sce wihout rason that i i the srone thing

ly be one case of the general truth, that
e shall sty nvr i (h cae of morallawe, that the negative
is always more easy to express dircctly than the positive;
itscase o ll mn not (0 seal than 1 tell them just what
to do in the practice of positive honesty. Yet condcicnce
is not confined like Socrates' daemon to the negative for we
do sometimes have the positive intuition that a cert
is the only right one to do, We express thi
by saying: ‘Somethi
ought to have done i

The fecling of remorse has always been connccted with
conscience. Conscicnee not only judges some action that we
have done to be wrong, but arouses a peculiar fecling of pain
that is extremcly unpleasant. Indeed moralists cmphs
the pains of conscicnce as one of the reasons for avoi

ordinary life
inside me told me to do this, and I

+ Broad: Fice Types of Ethical Theory, p. 76.
+Sce Burnet : Greek Philosophy : Thales to Plato, p. 130.
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wrong actions. ~ This i of interest in showing that the affective
aspec of mind playsis parcin conscience. The reason that
painiul feclings of remorse are mare afien aroucd than
pleasant feclings is not mercly man’s

s proneness to do evil.
It also depends on the fact which we have just noticed that
conscience deals more freely with the negative aspect of
morality—what ought not o be done, than with the positive
?cct—wiun ought to be donc.

tis oficn claimed that conscience is infallible and that its
judgements are final so that there is no appeal from the
From onc point of view this appears to be true. Ifin the case
ofan individual acion the agent at the momet ofacting has
the intuition that the action is the wrong one to do, it cannot
be nghl Tor lum there and then t0 do the S cton, even although
itm: by cthical theory, p
and the achings of Dvecied sehgian. I s s o
never be right to disobey conscience, and it may be true that
‘an crring conscience s 8 chimera’,although his t hardly
what Kant meant by these words.! people may
it as a part of their religious faith aGod By ity
a man's cor

nscicnce to lead him astray. We shall have to
consider later the question of the infallibiliy of conscicnce.
What our tells us (and it s
tion that we this muon) is that
conscience often docs give decisions which are contrary to
accepted moral standards, and even contrary t© what cone
scien® itself dirccts at a later stage in its owner's mental
development. The extreme case of s is that o the famatic
who is thoroughly conscientious and obedient to the dictates
i conscience, but whote concience leads him to ations
re almost universally considered to be wrong.
little doubt but that conscience can be educated, and that
it can be trained bot s and in groups to become
ive to cert It was mentioned in the last
chapicr for example how there has been nn ncruud sensis
ivi in 0 cruclty to animals.
ought up in an environment where the- moderate drinking
of intoxicants has been customary, may sce no cvil in the
1 Kant: Prefa Fi , XbII,
i P 'fl;'c to the Metophysical Elements of Ethics, XbII,

35
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s but a growing experience of the dangers of cxcessive
Hiirking and of the Isp:a'medbyumldl\lmlox
mm o where his conscience tlls him that for him total
abstinence is the only right course of action. Therc
unforunatcl, alio. deadening of the corscience o *harden:
ing of the negative cducation. The
ot o dd\btulely o repeatedly disobcys his
tonsuemt in a certain matter finds the commands of con-
science growing less and less clear, and finally they do not
bother him at all. ~ Psychology has no doubt that conscience
varies in its commands from time to time in the case of most
people, and that s judgements may change under influences
Fomoutide, An individual may be unfortumate enough to

have what Ruskin called the *cons ass’,7 but
experience suggests that if the ass cultivates the society of
saints, follows their example reflectively to the best of his
ability, and keeps putting into practice what his conscicnce
irects, then his conscience may develop into the conscience

of a saint.

Certain common phrases suggest that conscience may be
shared by several individual or that & group may have a
common conscience ; we say that  the conscience of the whole
nation” was lm»ed | by cenain revelations. 1 conscience

have by o ircumstances,
en it s kel ha e o s Sevireamaoc:
subjct o the same moral influences, il find theie individual
conseencs leading them in th same way, and this dplains
such phrases formist conseience” or *the cone
ience of the Briah pcoplc Such phrases are, however, in
reality figurative, for wmatnce is characteristically the
faculty of an individual. when an individual differs
from his socicty and when e s gt e ought to do some-
thing diffcrent from what his group has always donc that
conscience becomes prominent, The *conscientious objector”
is.the man who resists the accepted code of his group. To
we the term *conscience” for a generally accepted moral
principle rather than for the individual act of making a
judgement implics confusion in language and consequently
confusion in thought.
1 Quoted, Mackenzic : Manual of Fthics, Bk. 11, Ch. 3, Pt. 11, §x.

is,
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§2. Theories of Conscience
It has been a common of religion to regard con-
science as the voice of God gpeaking in the soul of s, and)
if we accept the reality of supcrnatural influcnces on the
human mind at all, it is reasonable to believe that conscience
or the human mind in its capacity of making mora jud
ments, is_particularly susceptible to such influences;
igher religions at any rae are all greed in nprdmg
1 3 special inrest in man's moral judgemens ot
ol s et e meonechvabte thae what we ordinarily
call conscience is nothing but this supernatural influcnce.
Tts judgements are so often proved to be wrong in the light
of fullr knowledge, and isjudgements ar so ofen abviously
influcnced by circumstances and sometimes even by pes
prejudices, that to idendty conscience with the voice Pof God
would be a particularly arrogant piece of blasphemy.! What
the moralist may concede to the theologian is that conscience
can be put under Divine guidance and become increasingly
susceptible to Divine Iudxng. although,of coure a mercly
descriptive science can give no proof or disproof of this,
vi

id
science makes for the individual the same moral judgements
as custom and law make for the group as a whole. The
clement of truth in this view is that the judgements of our
conscience are almost certainly influcnced by the customs
and efilos of our socicty. But the general falsity of the view
is evident from the frequency with which the individual
conscence rbelssgaint 3.: the customs of s man'ssciety.
vhole discussion nce between the level of custom
i et oFconscente dhovs thar they do not lead to the

ions. A clea interpretaton of consience regarded
as mircoring custom was that given by W. ffor
Clifford suggested that the conception of the sefis less defnite
and more wide among primitive peoples, so that when the
Primitive man thinks, a3 he does tather vaguely, of his self,
1 Newion, echoing St. Gregory Nazianzen, sid: *Deus et vox
rela

nckenzic: Maal of Bihis po 115, Quoied from Lectors
wnl Fssays (On the Scientifc Basis of Morals).
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in 3 dim way he includes the whole wibe in that conception.

savage s ot nly ur when anybody treads on Iis oot

but hurt when anybody treads on his tribe.! *The tribe qua

bt b to it am e ca anty et by the aid of such an

ergaic arfice 2 he conception of the ol scifin (he minds
s ¥

of s mo inucd Clifford, *that
3 man has done something obvioudly harmful (o the com
muniy.  Eiher some immedinte desire o s individual
self has for once proved stronger than the tribal self. When

the ribal scll‘mkcs up, the man says: *In the nawe of the
i
This scll']udgcmem in the pame o the ibe is e o
science. We ho admittedly
hinks vagucly, 5 ca distinction between
the tribal self and u.g ndivdon s o, e argument
woul , but cven then the voice of the tribal sclf could
hard encfed with conscience, for_conscicnce may
speak for the individual against ( ust as often as it
spesk o the ribe aginst the i
any thinkers egerd concince simply as a dirct capacity
of kn g special scnsc.  This
e vl by he Englich ' moral sense" school, and
s the basis of those theories of cthics that arc include
under the title ‘intuitionism’. A moral sensc may be of two
different kinds. It may be a sensc which distinguishes
rectly th bad from the good like the scnse of taste which
distinguishes from bitter; such a sense is mor- or less
et sl e by education, Or the moral
sensc may be asensc like that which distinguishes the beautiful
from the ugly'; this, too, apparently gives judgements dircctly
and without intellectual reflection, but actually it is a capacity
that develops and is modificd by education, and its judge-
ments can be analysed and tested by acsthetic standards.
Our descripton of conscience has certainly shown that, i
conscience is a sense at all it is a sense of the second kind, onc
that can be educated by reflection and modificd by outside
inlencs. The fdge of ou acions is not the moral sense
any el however undeveloped, but to use Mac-
i Phrase b the “rmoral connotsseur’,3 tha s the skilled
¥ Mackenzic : Manual of Ethics, Bk. I, Ch. 6, §ix.
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and sympathetic eritic. There may accerdingly be an appeal
from uhe judgement of the unskilled conscience to the Judge:
e of s moral connaieut. How far such an appeal
from the individual conscicnce should be permitted is a
question for the cthical theory of intition

he s philosopher, Adam Smith,
as one of the founders of the science of poitical cconomy,

He considers that the carliest moral judgements are made not
on our own conduct, but on the conduct of others and that
our approval or disapproval depends on the extent to which
e are able to sympathize ith others n their conduct, If
we scc a person getting angry over a trivial matter we cannot
sympathize with i, for we fecl that his anger is out of all
proporten to ehat ec ourclves would feel in similar cir-
i benfit reccived
Just to the extent et wt woutd o) gratitude in the same
Lireumstances, then we sympathize with him and approve
s conduct. “Smith has actally intoduced here something
ather than sympathy, namely an intuitive percej

contucyin bursehves and 50 lndlncll e people,
R s is something very like the ‘mora) schsc” hat has jusk
been described.  Smith went on to point o thal e know
that other people approve or disapprove our conduct just a3
do
B ko how far we. e applause, &
whethesto them e must neccsacly appear these agrocable
able creatures which they represent us. We begin
upon " s aceount to cxamine oue own.paisions aind conduct
and to consider how these must appear to them by con-

Gidering how they would ap) in their situation”,
Smith however admitied that we may fel he judgements of
other men to be biased and prejudiced and "so we try to
imagine how our actions \ould. appear 1o an ‘impartial
tator’ from whose point of view we make our moral
judgements.  An appeal lics from the opinions of mankind
*10 a much higher tribunal, o the tribunal of their own con-
sciences, to that of the supposed impartial and well-informed
spectator, to that of the man within the breast, the great
¥ Smith The Theary of Moral Sentiments, cspecially Pe. 111, Ch. v,

o
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mdge and arbiter of their conduct’.!  The mlroducuon of the

y
“Thi al fr 'S
to the ,.nmu B omamon e Eoovid by the
secognition that the judgements of others are biased also,
s angument dess mot show how conscience from
two sets of biased judgements comes to g.ve aset of impartial
judgements, unless there be in us some innate capacity for
scen that it is very. Ikely
igin in feclings of liking
} o diliking and disapproval, and Smith cer.
tainly was rig) uncmpmnngn e place of sympathy i
development of these feclina into moral judgemments. ‘L
¢ had to introduce into his theory both the in
yuupllon of what is fiting and the notion of impar-
i ha s based on more than sympathy.
The allenr.wn paid to the emotional and conative aspects
of mind by such psychologists as McDougall and Shand in
our own day may tempt the moralist to rencw the attempt
made in the eighteenth century to analyse conscience in terms
o fecling s, I may be suggested has comscince is a
alized moral sentiment or emotional organization similar
T patien to other scatément ke patriotins or being in love,
(3hand , was careful to make ‘respect for conscience’
rather ‘than conscience itsell

s ism or a sense of d:
equally lead a man 1o enlist in the army at a
Itis worth noting, with Shand, that as all our sen
1o do with the regulation of conduct, all may be judged as
nscience however cannot
e analysed merely in terms of feclings; that would leave out
the refective aspect of conscience. It is our intcllect rather
than our eclings, our head rather than our heart, which makes
moral judgements.

Many moralists have spoken as if there were in our minds a
picturc of our true sclf or our ideal self, by which we judge our
conduct as coming short of our ideal, and this is what we me;
mith: op. cit. Pr. 111, Ch. 2.

and: Foudations of Character, p. 57.




The Pyclalogy of Moral Judgement 1

by conscience. In ordinary experience we often picture to
ourselves what we should do, cither generally or in particular
circumstances, and our actual conduct almost alvays fails
to come up 10 the picture. The phrase ‘ideal self’, however,
suggests that we have in our minds a complete and scll-
consistent picture of the man we would like to be; the truth
is that in actual life we have only very imperfect and very

fiuful glimpses of something
something which may, in

more virtuous praciic, appea late o be vy defecive
Tt may be that the aspiration towards sommcthing a e highe

{ham e are i 3 fupdamental charactristic of out human
nature. Bergson, who held that the course of evolution is
not mechanical but creative, and 5o cver pushing onwards to
some new manifestation, was pointing to this same characte

7 of something a il betir than we really ar, 2 picure
“the man to arise in me, That the man

asc 10 bev. "It seeme cerin that we do sometimes fudge
our nctual characier and actions by comparing them with such
an ideal self, and our doing so is certainly an activity of
conscience.

‘These various views almost all tend to leave out what Butler
called the reflective aspect of conscience, and conscicnce
certainly implies that we do use some intellectual reflection
in morr§ matters.  In many cases we think out a ri
of ation, and only afir cavefol deliberation do e Judge our

ht. The person who commonly uses such

deliberate refection i refrred 10 as conscentiows” 3 f he
v used conscience to an unusual degree. And this

Erings us back to the pornt from which we stanied. s the
mind as a whole which makes moral ju
Rave mentioncd various factors influencing the mind.in this
task, perhaps supernatural guidance, ceriainly the customs
of our soccty, and the sympathy which i a part

Four innate mental cquipment. The human imind som-
i o work by a Gireet intuition of what i ight o
fting and. then the description of conscience as a moral
sense is appropriate; sometimes it scems to work by a
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consions epresentation of somcthing beter than the acuual,
and then the term ‘ideal self” is relevant; and sometimes it
works by the slow deliberate processes of logical reasoning.
It appears wrong to confine the name of * concience. 16 any

‘one of these activities; we can use it in fact whenever we are
‘making raceal Judgements.

§3. The Nature of the Moral Judgement
‘When our conscience tels us that an action is good or right,
w in the statement that we make? ~ A great deal
of ihs bok i taken up with a logeal imvestigation of the
jons of such judgements, what is the true meaning
of fuch terms 35 oo&‘ and right. In this chaptcr, however,
our question is sull one of peychology when the ordinary
‘man makes such judgements what is it that he intends to say,
rightly or wrongly? - And this will serve us in good stead when
we come o our more | investigation, for in cthics we
must try to keep our Rotions as near to those of the ordinary
man 2 we can.. We want o uue ou terms a3 he s themn,
ony of oure with more accuracy and conssien
essary, first of all, to distinguish what is subjecuvely
n;m, dhac 5 s, what appears to it to rson using the
term, from what is objectively right, that is right in the Tiene
of objective moral standards. little doubt that the
ordinary man docs not make this distinction ; khcn he e
that moderatc drining i rght, what he s re
saying that, in his own opinion, moderate drinkingris ngm,
That 5, subjectively right. hut he probably fecls that he is
‘making a statement that s objectively truc, and that moderate
drinking is right, apart from his own opinion altogether,
What makes confusion still casicr is that many moralists hold
always objectively right for a man to do what is
jectively right to himself, for example that it was really
st o the Inquisitor tocondemn heretis o death, because
imself saw that this and this only was the right thing to
do. Tn the meanwhile we need only note how asy it 1 to
confusc the subjectively right and the objectively right, and
(0 gt hat i common speechs e are constantly confusing

E

‘l'lmemfour'

tions that may be in people’s minds
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when they use the terins “right’ and *good” and the other
ethical torms which were mentioned in the first chapter.
These may be called summarily (a) value, (8) obligatoriness,
(9) moral ftingness, and (@) objecive valic
likely that all these implications are present in a person's
mind when he uscs an ethical term, but onc or more of them
certainly is. cmm terms emphasize one implication more
for cxample, emphasizes obligatoriness,

and ‘right’ .mﬁgu moral fittingness rather than value. It
may be that these notions are not completely in harmony
writh one unother, 10 (et what hus mast vahe need aoxbe
what is most obligatory. These are questions for our ethical
Sudy ; what i have now (0 do s o consider how thee im-
plications are prcscnt in the mind of a ordinary person a1 he
makes his moral judgement

(:\) Value. When we mkc the judge‘nwnl, *This action
is good", we imply that the action hs some value o that it is
yrorth wiile doing. The e s rue, nllhou(h perhaps in &
less degree, of the , *This action is right’. 1t may
be that the action is worth while in itsclf apart from its results ;
this s what wo mean ofien when we s2y that a character
good, and what we mean sometimes when we sa
ke radtude is good. O it may b that an action i worth
while because it produces results which are worth while in
themselves like things of beauty or a state of happiness.
conduct is by no means the only thing in the universe that is
worth While; most people agrec that things like the en,wmm
of beauty or conscious communion with Ged are also worth
, it is here
L the oty other
use of‘good” which may be studied i axclogy. Whe w
wish to make & moral judgement emphasiing this aspec o
value or disvalue, we énd to use the erms *good” and “bad”
rather than Hand “wrong'. Some people
ik hat e e g wsedto Somns vt produces
00, results, but at mast this s only a part of it meaning,
and sometimes it docs no secm to bear this meaning at all

() Oblgatoricss, Wien we judge a picce of conduce
monlly g imply that somebody ought to do certain actions.
Very often the moral judgement comes with the force of an
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order; that is why Kaut calls the moral law au “inuy
and many other ethical writers have conceived the o
sandard an the analogy ofth laws of 3 state, 4 superiicial
mwnon robably suggests that most le under the
enee of conscience fool ander the sway of &, command
cmnm‘ ming from outide, that it is an cxternal Gog bidding them
do something or outside society bidding them do some-
thing. A decper reflection will show that the authority is
in some sense inside of us, that in some sense it is an obligation
that is imposed or at any rate accepted by the self. “Even
iTit be God's command it is God speaking w

that ing conduc
and other things which are ethically good from xlnn!.,s that
are good in some other way. ~However good we
the percepion of a beautiful abject o the expencn:mg of
e plessure, we do not fel the bligation to enjoy therm that
vedio do good actions. Because of this, many moralists
no
of cthics. Many y:ople doubt whether we can say that it is
abligatory for anyone 1o have certain motives like sympathy
or gratitude, for our motives depend laigely on our given
mental make-up, and it is still more doubtful whether we can
say that it s obligatory for anyone to produce certain outside
results, for outside results generally depend on many factors
over which we can have po contvol, What it obligatory for a
m(mg himself 10 do a certain action. In,empha-
we tend to use the phrases ‘we ought to
something orll is ‘our duty’ to do something.
(& Mol ilingness, Many people think "hat the whole
meanin of an cthical judgement like *This action s right" is
en we

we he tem right’, however, e are oftn not aying emphasis
cither on the value of|h= action or its results, or on the obliga:
tion we fel to perform it. W are rather mplying that the
action is suitable in some unique and_ probably indefinable
vay to the siuston i which the doer finds himself, although
e may also think that such an action is likely to produce
results of valuc and that we have some obligation to do it.
The rightncss of an action like speaking the truth consists not
merely n s producing good reslts, for smany people would
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if'it produced bad results; and it does not
consist in its being obligatory, for people hold that it is
obligatory because it is right. Its s Hghnes depends on its
being the morally ﬁlung thing to do in most circumstances,
although not in all ; it is not right to speak the truth in writing
fairy tales. Some moralists hold that while goodness or value
is primarily objcctive, so that the goodness of an action has
nothing 1o do with the doer’s attitude to it, rightness is
jective. An action's rightness depends on its
itability and the mental attitude of the agent is the
ermining its suitability iri
I help is given is more important for the rightness
n than the wature of the help. 1t & cetainly the
case that mental conditions must be (@ken into account, but
there s aio an objecive morsl tngnes, A cortain situa
lion seems to call for a ertain type of acon, apart from it
good conscqm:nm ingness in 2 man
to save a drowmng i, cven although his
il 16 swir makes N action useless. This notion of
moral fitingness is the chief rival of obligatoriness as the
fundamental notion of cthics. It s of course most commonly
expressed in the moral judgement, ‘This is right,’ and its
-s is wmng ’
. As we have already smﬁlﬂd when
the ordinary man says ko ackion good or ds
that hejis saying something which is true, apart o s own
judgement on the matter. It is of course possible that he is
‘mistaken in this, and many hold that all
that he is affirming s that he has a fecling of liking or a feeling
of some kind of moral approval towards the action. He holds
that his cthical judgement is one that can be contradicted by
an opponent and that cither he or his opponent is wrong in the
matter. This may be put in another way by saying that the
ordinary man holds that the decisions of conscience. are
true or false decisions in the same way that the decision of
2 jury that a prisoncr on trial is guilty or not guilty is a true or
filae dection.
Tt has been common to distinguish between judgements of
foct, the dsripind Judgements ofthe ordinary post (e scences
like' botany or chemistry and. judgements of value, the
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appreciaive judgements of the normative sciences. *Water is
composcd of oxygen and hydrogen® is a judgement of fact.
T preture i beautful’ and “To speak the truth s always
right" are judgements of valuc. The suggestion is oftcn made
thatjudgements of fact are more objective becausc they depend
on the real nature of the world, while judgements of value are
‘more subjective, because they depend more on the individual
idiosyncrasies_and prejudices of the person making the
judgement. Both kinds of judgement are made by human
‘minds, and so both are subject to subjective influcnces like
u of ..ndmuwdmg, prejudice and personal desire, and for
may somctimes be regarded as subjective.
e lely ot Judgemens o value just because they often
motional side of our naturc morc decply are more
affected by subjective influcnces than judgements of fact.
It is certainly very casy to confuse the fact of our liking of a
thing with the judgement that this thing has valuc of one kind
or another. Both t jgement can, however, be
cramined objectively by the sundards provided by logic,
and 5o demonstrated to be true or false. Another factor
which adds 10 the common conl'nsum here is the common vi
that a true judgement has some kind of moral superiority
over a falsc judgement, that the man who holds truc judge-
ments i other hings being cqual, & better person than the
man who holds false judgements. We shall examine
Those theeric of cthis often caled subjective theorics which
consider that the truth of moral judgements depends
relations to some person's desires or cmotions or o}
but there is no doub that the ordinary man regards his moral
judgements as objectively valid.
§4. The Objectof the Moral Judgement
We have written so far as if our moral judgements were
always judgements on voluntary actions, and this is in
accordance with the definiton of thics thi was given i our
firyt chapter but, us a matter of fact, in nary specch
we make moral judgements on many different Kinds
of objects. We speak of a motive, good intentions,
good will, high moial purpess o i good character as well as
of good actions. And there are mosalists who hold that the
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s that they produce
5ood results or good consequences. The development from
the level of custom to the level of conscience has tended to
make moralists attend more to the mental processes lead
t0 an action than to the action itself or 0 its outward conse-
quences. ' The moralst fecls that, in doing 50, he is geting
nearer to the moral quality of the action than if he attends
mercly to the outward act, the form of which may be modified

skill of the agent which are not directly relevant for morality.
With these considerations in vicw, Kant made his famous

statement that there is nothing in the world or even out of it
that can be caled good without qualifcarion xcept & good
vill ! Knowldge which may appear to be good may be

e by & wrates in his reachry. and 50 pro n its
cffects becaux lhc lmnw lacks good will. Physical strength,
another apparent good, may be used for bad cnds, and so
increase the badness of its possessor. By ‘good will' Kant
cannot have meant a mere desire or vague wish that may or
‘may not lead to action; that would be probably without any
moral valuc at all, What he meant was the firm desire and
fixed purpose to do something good. It is the need of this
determined cffort that is expressed in the proverb ‘The way
10 hell is paved with good intentions’, intention here being
used not correctly for a deliberate plan of action but for a
vague desire that may not result in action at all. It might
scem ftasonable to define Kant's good will as the willing
which leads to ns, but this is not always the case.
Theact of\vnlllng ofa claritable man, whichlcads im to give
alms y be genuinely good, but ifit result in the
bcg,gar’s dri I'lg m much and getting run over wa n\owr
car, the action as a whole can hardly be described a

‘course here the charitable man's act of willing e
defict of a lack of adequate knowledge of the human weakness
of the recipicnt of the charity, but if such lack of knowledge
is to prevent us from calling a picce of willing it
would follow that there never can be such a thing as a good
will at all. It is safer to describe the good will as the w
mll:l) Principles of the Metaphysic of Morals, Fivst
P-9).

* Kant: Funde
Section (Abbot
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which normally tends to produce good actions, whether (he

action be good in itself or good because of equences.

In atempting to confine wm to lhe \vlllmg process,
¢ whole action

uences that is good or bad, and not the abstract process of

wil lmg
A even mare deinite aempt 10 make the proper object

ral judgement the inner of action was made
w Namincs who vekd ot our S are 10 o regarded
25 ood o bad i proponion 10 e goodness o badnecs of
the mtives Which Icd 10 them.+  Moxt people would agrec
artineau that certain motives are always bad;_ for
Caample, cruelty i both bad in tself and bad because of the
kind of actions and consequences which it causes. Other
‘motives like sympathy are always good nd we do in part
at least judge an action by its motive; if we belicve that a
rm.m Punishment of his child Js duc to parcntal love we
¢ it differently from what we would, if we belicve it to be
duc o cruelty, Martineau tonded to wie the word motive
for_the emotional state which impels a man to an action
rather than f im which induces him to carry
out the action, and he considered that thesc emotional states
can be arranged in an order of value as motives, beginning
with the sentiment of reverence and the *primary affection’
of compasion 1 the best, and ending with the 'scrondary

passi
asthe worst. Butsurely the position of a motive in Martineau’s
list s determined in part at least by the objeet towards which
the marive s [l the fear of God has been reckoned at one
of the highest motives by religious people, closely akin to
Nrineaws highest mative.of everence, while the e of
pain or the fear of other people are certainly among the lower
motives, not very far removed from Martincau's suspicious-
ness. It is clear that for this scheme motives would need to
be subdivided according to the objects to which they are
attached, and Marineau malkes no systematic attempt to do
this, It's 100 a false abstraction, concealing the true value
of the whole process, to separate the incentive or emotional
+ Martineau: Types of Ethical Theory, \'ol. 1, p. 466,
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state impelling 10 action from Uie inducement or end simed
atin the action.  What Martincau was really trying to classify
are sentiments, emotional dispositions attached to particular
objects and tending to certain types of action. It is certainly
truc that some sentiments are morally more valusble than -
xhers; the natursl love for onc's parents s morally better
tha
tendencies to kill one’s father. We may admit too with
Martincau that reverence lovmrds slmest any object s 3
better attitude in 2 man than suspiciousness object.
There s a good deal to be said ToF the view that motve aic
sometimeswortl themselves; malice is almost
certainly bad in itsell anen from (s"cmqum, and
Yeu

oot good, because malice produces bad actons and
benevolence produces good actions. Most moralists would
inake the highest muve not reverence with Mortineau but a
sense of dut as other motives are attra
e or weivies because thse ate of & <o
s the sense of duty is an attraction to certain activities on
acgount of thei being right
w that motive is the object of the moral judgement
is oficn opposed by the argument that we cannot be praised
cause our motives cannot be
produced at will. cism implies the unproved and
probably untruc assertion that morality deals with praisc and
blame. Over and above this it seems the case that mot
can to some extont be produced at will 1t is posible for the
same man to feel anger or to feel amusement when a practical
joke is played on him, and to a limited extent he can set
linsilf 1o st particular moive just 2 he canset himself
0 do : lar action. that our
capaciy for setting ourselves 1o arowse a pnmcul:r motive
wmore Limited than our capacity for choosing an action, but
it is-still there. In particular it scems possible in face of @
complex situation to inhibit to some extent the other tendencics
10 action that arise in the mind and 1o give attention to what
our sense of duty directs. In any casc, it appears that we do
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judge motives as good or bad, and that when we judge an
‘action, like the giving of alms 0 a beggar, we do take the
‘motive of the giver into account; the action would be fiend-
ishly bad if the giver deliberatel ly ‘was out to make the beggar
drunk, but, if he gave in a benevolence, there is at
least »Imhm( good about the action as a wholc,

“The same type of argument can be uscd in considering the
view that the moral judgement has intention as its object.
We do judge intentions to be good or bad not merely in the
sensc in which they are paving-stones on the road to hell,
but in the sense described in our second chapter of being the
total plans of action which a man purposes to carry out. The
Utiliarians rightly emphasized the fact that a man is respon-

the motive or desire which induces him to
he knows of what needs to
nary
ible not only for the Utopia or perfect statc which is
the aim inspicing his whole scheme of action but for the blood-
shed, the suffering and the oppression which have to occur
as steps in his plan of a changed world. Indccd, we must
gostll further and include not only thosc parts of the intention
which the agent t himself desive but were faced as
necessary steps in his plxn of action, but those things als
whichcould have bcn i his mind i e had taken the trouble
t0 reficct. We hol e n:;ponsuble who, by his
s of others, although the
driver himself is perfectly contdent in his own mind‘that he
ing no unnecessary risk ; we feel that he should know that
inging others into danger. When we are dealing with
responsibility, the moral judgement on intention is accord-
ingly more imprant han the moral judgement on motive,
he whol intended scheme for which the docr of an
o' responsible. It is also more important, from the
point of view of responsibility, than the judgement on action,
for a man is responsible for his intention and cven for what he
ough o have forsecnin i intention n 3 way that he is not
responsible for his actions which may be affected by outside
omtiions of his own limitations. - We need not conuder that

a good intention has value in itself, except in so far as it con=

o mtives that are good in theiselves ; ordinaily we think

o
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of an intention as good because it normally leads to a good
action. The revolutionary's intention is good if the scheme

e Pperson who tcllstales on others and maintans tat he docs
so with the inten doing good 10 these other people,
When the result of hs tale- ~bearing is obviously and repeatedly
bad. The proofs of a man's intentions are his actions.

In practical life probably the most important moral judge-
ment is that on character. The particular motive or the
particular intention or ev:n the particular action may not
really represent the man’s moral outlook and may never
repeat itself. What is important in ordinary life is that we
should know the character or permanent mental constitution
of a man, and only give to a singlc desirc or to a single action
the very small importance it descrves. In this evaluation of
character, motives are more .m.mum than intentions, for
itis the original d 4 plan of action that reveals
the charactér of s docr rather than the detals i i s necesary
0 think of in carrying it out, alihough these too
subordinate place in our judgement of ‘haractcr. Some
people indeed hold that character is simply a collective nas
for the sentiments or dependable motives at work in any

n. Once again we may hold that a character is worth
o00d use it leads to

charaier bears consiently and habitually th fuisof good
acions, o one can imagine that s rea
/e come back to our or i bt the moral
jodgement. which is most m\porlam for cthics is the
‘moral judgement on voluntary nctions, because the other
We judge a ‘wil’y
rposc’, and even ‘a character’
e good o o st cach o may be normally expected
to produce a good action or good actions. None of them
could kecp up a claim to be regarded as good if in actual
experience they normally produced bad actions. In speak-
of a good action, however, we must be careful ot to
T he o acon o e simple bodily movement of the
* Matthew vii. 20.
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agent; he mative, intenion, punpose and willing ave a1l
veally parts of the action. An acton donc in a differcnt
spirit or with a different motive is not really the same action ;
ing the truth in malice is not really the same action as
speaking the truth in love. Again, it would appear nccessary
toinclude part of the results of an action—at least the intended
part of the results—in the lemm mcl[ To make a statement
slandering another pero ge that we know to be
undersiond by our hearer s 4 diferent agtion from making
eactly the same statement 10 a hearer whom we know not to
urdentand the language we ave wing. In this way, action
y to some extent include both motive and result. 1t is
VoNlh eting that an acion may be good In two ways; i
may be good in itself apart from any efects or consequences
(and we have seen that motives and characters may also have
this kind of goodness); or it may be good because it produces

00d conscquences.

“The fundamental nature of the judgement on action has
been concealed by the fact that in practical life the other
kinds of moral judgement are so oftcn more important. In
considering the worth of men for positions of importance or
for undertaking things on our bclul[, the judgement of
character is the important judgement, and w”consider that
we have a truer estimate of a man’s character if we know and
e bis motivs than if we merely know and judge his
actions. In praising and blaming men, and in cansidering
thei ility for their actions, the judgemeh
tention is more important than the judgement on actior
No one doubts that the act of slaying 2 fellow-man is bad
itself; but we judge the action very differently when we know
that m molive was self-defence from the way that we judge

we know |ha| the motive was jealousy. Again the
deliberate intenion o kil on's neighbour makes the killer
far more. blamewarthy than if there is no sach. intentio
We do not blame the surgeon who accidentally kills his
patient if he has taken all reasonable precautions in his in-
tended plan of action to avoid killing him. Although these
indgements on charcir, motve and intention may be
practi ant, yet they all depend for th
Lot dgement an action. And fhis fact that all e
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moral judgements are based on the judgement on action
itsell makes our task much more simple. - In the following
chapters we shall need only to inquire what it is in actions
which makes them good or had, right or wrong, or subject
‘o the other forms of morsl judgement. The meaning of
good and bad motives, good and bad intentions, or good and
Bod characiers il ol follow almost directly from the meaning
of good and bad actions.

1



Chapier V
THE DEVELOPMENT OF ETHICAL THEORY

§t. The History of Ethics

The historyof Ewropean cthics can be conveniently
into three periods cach with its own special chas

¢ Greek per ‘Pperiod lasted from the beginning of uh.al sde-
which was ecrtainly not earlier than 500 D.C., 10 AP+

The medicval period of cthics may be dated from A-D- 5""
onwards.

ed

10 AD. 1500, and the modern period from A.D. 1500
Each period has jts characltnmc cthical instiution. 10 the
monl i, and the man who pcrfmmod his d a citizen

a a good man. In the e oval peried
monlny was dominated by the Church and, generally spears
ing, the good life was identified with the Iioly life or ¢
religious life. In the modern per neither Church nor
state are 5o important ‘moral life, and morality is Mor®
i jual and his rights and d\-""
in relation to other frec in viduals. While we may rcg;
our three periods as the period of th
the Charch and the perivd of the ree individual respectivelys
we must not exaggerate the differences between them.  Ta
the present day, our cthical thinking is largely. de""“"“d
Ly two influences, the frec rcllc n That avosc in the Greel
city states and the moral of Jews and c""‘"”“
that was taught by the Church of the Mdie Ages-

§2. Greek Ethics
‘m study of ethics s an outcome of that development from
the level of custom to the level of conscicnee whil
ibed in an carlier chapter. When an individual
that his conscience shows to him the ightness of 30
which other people regard as wrong, his reflection, i

me Faction
if atall
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thorough, is likely to lead him to the fundamentai problem.
of cthics—what it is in an action that makes it right o wrong,
or what is the standard or test by which we discriminate
good and bad actions. While cthical reficction of this kind
Sccurred in a vague wav in many countrics, it was in ancient
Greece in the fifth century before Christ U i
really began. The Sophisis were a group of teachers,
sencrally itinerant, who were primarily concerned with the
& ucation of young men for that political career which was
open to cvery free-bon citizen in the city states of Grecce.
The Sophists lived in an age like our own, when there
2 good deal of questioning of the valu of cstabl

was
lished institu-
Tions, partly because certain of these institutions had actually
outlived their usefulness (the use of Homer as a basis for all
Titcrary cducation, for example), and partly because there
occurred at that period one of outbursts of freedom in
faman thought that seem 1o happen periodically in the
history of the human race without there being any very
adequate reasons for them. The Sophists raised the moral
Guestion by asking what in the good Life was according to
3 ture, and what was merely a matter of custom or con-
Tention. The more revolutionary among them thought that
)1 morality was a matter of human convenicnce, and that
e call things good merely because they suit oursclves or the
Teajority of mankind. To use the famous phrase of one of
The greatest of the Sophists: *Man is the measure ofall things”;
he decices for himself what is right and what is wrong, and
there is no other standard.

‘Socrates, who is commonly regarded as the founder of
Western philosophy, while he shared to the full the tendency
of the Sophists 1o ask questions about matters of conduct, was

fident than most of hi is ability to answer

these questions. This was especially unfortunate, because he
considered that a thorough understanding of the nature of
goodness was a necessary condition for living a thoroughly
good life. He expressed this view in the maxim “Virtue is
Fnowledge”. Socrates® own personal goodness of character
scems to have concealed from him the fact that in the case
of most men good will or the purpose to do what is right is
needed along with knowledge of the nature of goodness 1©
"
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sewe pracial, goodnes of fiving. Or it may be that
realized this, and that his maxim was simply his

way of emphnmng the importance of a knowledge which

most people regard as of no importance at all. It is not

Known whether Socrates himacll cver made an expll

‘ment that morality is a matter of nature and not of cust

but this vns almost certainly )u} vie: wd l:c quoted w:h
approval the ‘Know thyself”,} and this suggests that
R reaacd that o Enowiedss of human mature 1 oportant
for the good Ik, o cven pechaps that goodness is natural in
the sense of being based on human nature.

two great followers of Socrates, Plato and Aristotle,
pursued :y:lulunully that knvwl:dge of ethical matters
wl\u:h Socrates had 10 be essential for virtue. For

Plato this Iuwwhd(e was a mzuphyslul knowledge, chicfly
!he nndtlsundmg that the real world is not the world which
ur senses, but a world of realitics, which
nm Called "ideas”, and which are perfect types correspond-
ing 10 those things that exist in imperfect forms in lhe world
that is known to us (hmu‘h perception. The most funda-
mental of these real is the ‘idea of the good”, ,and whauver
else this .mplus it ulumly means that goodness is natural
in the sense that it is the most fundamental fact about the
universe. Aristotle accepted in general the cthical position
ofSocn|5 and Plato, although there was a marked difference
outlook, for he was more
nnlcrmd in the concrete details of the moral life tho: in the
abstract underlying principles, and we have in his Ethics not
a description of an ideal community as we have in the Republic
of Plato, but zn analysis of the moral lifc as it was found in the
Grec tes of his own day. Aristotle 00, however,
full Athe importance of cthical knowledge.,

i pcrlupa an mdlcauou of the greatness of Socrates,
Plato and Aristotle while most later schools of ethics
have claimed them as among their founders, they cannot be
Izbelltd with the name of any plmcnlnr cthical_school.

What they taught was the necd and the importance of under-
standing the nature of goodness and, although they did not
ititin this way, the truth that goodness belongs to the nature

* Auributed to Chilon, Thales, and Apollo (by Cicero).
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. "T'o understand goodness means to understand the
nature of the universe as a whole, and particularly that part
of it we call hunun nature. :
Ther wo groups contemporary with Plato and
Ansmllc m \vhlch one of the fundzmemal cleavages between
schools is already found. The Cyrensics held
a good action is one which gives pleasure,
and this is llv: view called hedonism which has pmlsud asone
the great cthical theories until our own The Cynics,
on the other hand, held that the good cons
mdcpcndcnt of human desires and satisfaction, so that
for them pleasure had no connexion with goodness. In
later Greek thought, the Cyrenaics were followed by the
Epicurcans, who had a more developed theory of pleasure
being the one good at which men ought to aim, while the
Cynics were followed by the Stoics, who found the good life
in the avoidance of fecling and the rational pursuit o duty.
"The Stoics taught cxplicitly that goodness is matural, for the
laws of morality are the laws of nature, perfectly ratioml and

was of all things the most likely to lead men avay from
: was 10 be altogether avoided, In their

nal knowledge, the Stoics were true disciples

of Socrates. We have in the Epicureans and the Stoics two
ways ofloolung at the moral life. The Epicureans held that

00d things are those that satisfy our human desires, and
pamcharly the desire for plmm this is the fundamental
view of the moralists called Uilita
‘The Stoics held that a good acti nisw
ance with some principle known to Teason; thi 3 the view
of Kant and the many moralists influenced by him in modern
times.

§3. Medicoal Ethics
Tne spread of Chrsia

Europe meant that a new
emphasis was given to ual "This helped to change
the. reeh outiook wpich b demtifed the good man with
the good citizen and had regarded ethics as a part of pomm
It also meant that more attention was given to the inncr
aspect of morality; it was A man's inner motives that
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indicated his cue spiriualsate and fited im for the i of

beaven, which was the aspiration of cvery good man. Vet,
on the whole, the Middle Ages did not cncourage

:peeuhuon and the uent development. of cihical

had been given

s law in the

standard of right an
ﬁlully bcyond dspulc in llu nvelanon ofgc
Bible as it was interpreted by the Church, and to
oF to ask questions was dangerous heresy if not impious blas-
phemy which the Church had the power to punish with a

becoming sveity. Al that vas et fo <thics 10 do was 1o

deduce from the principls ai rations provided by the
ible and the Church the pmm.l.r applications of these to
individual cases, and so we find in the Middle Ages the teach-
ing of casuisry or applied cthics taking & very large place.
‘The degradation of casuistry, which has given the word its
modern evil suggestion, belongs to a slightly later period.

§¢ Modern Ethics
In the fificenth and sixteenth centurics, the Church lost the
authority which it had held over the larger part of Europe
for nearly a th rs. One cause of this was an out-
bunt of individualism, cmphasizing. human. frecdom and
buman accomplhmert, which was largely brought about
by revial of Grck learning with its evidence of what man
s rom _ the Ch velation;
and consequent \vcakcnmg of
authority of the e el Whatcver s nvecs e y have
been, and they were by no means as simple as our statement
has suggested, individual men were no longer willing to
acept the deision of the prict as the final word in moral
matters. Many in religious circles o find in the words
of the Bible el the moral autherity That had formerly been
given to pricst and Chure] r Proictandsm the fnal
moral standard was the |c-uhmg of the Bible with
deal of liberty of individual intcrpretation. More re
people, however, felt impelled to look for a standard of right
and wrong that was intelligible and acceptable to their reason,
and these are the standards which we will have to examii
cridically in the following chapters. The various views may
be classified as follows:
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2) Some thinkers maintained that the difference between

right and wrong was merely subjective, depending upn the

Aitude of the. individual makmg the moral_judgeme

For example, what a man likes is by him 25 nghl,
what he disiks is regarded by o 35 wiong.

include in_this group all who maintain that the it
betveen right and wrong is merely a human convention.

This had_been the view of the more extreme Sophists in
ancient Greece, and it became the view of all the more

sceptical among modern thinkers.

(b) Some thinkers maintained that the difference between
right and wrong was known by direct insight o iniiely,
and the more extreme of them held that this is all that car
b said about it A modcrate intuitionism was maintained
both by the moral sensc school of Shaltesbury and Hutcheson
and by the Scottish ‘common-sense” school led by Reid in the
cighteenth century.

0) Some thinkers maintained that the difference between

ight and wrong is based on some law, but there were many
different views of the nature of that law. The Greek Stoics
had suggested that the moral law was both a law of nature
and 2 law of reston, and ths view was held by the greatet
Christian philosopher of the Middle Ages, St. Thomas Aquinas.

the cighteenth century we find two schools of thought as
to the laws underlying morality. For the onc school the
moral kg is 3 Jaw of human nature to be reveled by astudy
of mais psychological tution. Butler is the leading
moralst ofthisschool, but similar views were hed by Adam
Smith and Hume. All of these at tempied to analyse con-
sclence ot the moral sense peychalogically and 30 1o discover
the basis of morality. The other school emphasized the view
that the moral law is a law of reason. We find this view in
the Cambridge Platonists, Clarke and Wollaston, among
Englih philosopher, and in Kant, the German philosopher.

Through Kant, this view has been developed in the modern
idealism of Hegel and his followers, who maintain that the
moral law is a law of logic and conscquently a law of nature,
for it is their metaphysical view that the structure of the
universe is logical throughout.

(d) Some thinkers maintained that the difference between

o
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right and wrong depends on the result of our actions, and
paricalaly on their power of sathtying our desires and
causing pleasure to ourselves and others. have seen this
view in the Greek schools of the Cyremsics and Epicurcans,
ok the modern period it has been maintaincd by the

«schosl of Bn[luh Dliitarians. sachiding. Jonn Swart
M.:All“ ..: Sidgwi

types of ethical theory have been affected by
influences in the course of their development. In
e eighicenth century the asociationist peychology prevalent
among English philosophers undoubtedly led such moralists
28 Buller, Hume and Smith (o study thics by attcmpiing to
analyse conscience into its clemy the nth
century, the sudy of evolution in bmloxy alfected more than
one type of ethical theory, as well as trying to offer a purcly
evolutionary uphmuon "of the mature of good and bad,
* The theory that pleasure i 5 the moral standard was developed,
n cvoludonary lins ; the theory
dealism was developed on evolutionary lines by Hegel .
Germany and T . Green in England; and the theory
that moraity merly depends on fruman ikes and di
has been developed in the modern theory of cthical rclativi
by Westermarck, who takes full advantage of the cvolutionary:
study of the development of the scntiments. Another in-
fluence which has strongly affected cthical study in our own
day has been the analogy of moral goodness with other forms
of value. The moral sense school of the cighteenth tentury
made a rather simple analogy between goodness and beauty,
but the development of cconomics and the study of the naturc
of art have led men to examine more closcly the nature of
mu, and there is a tendency o try to discover the nature of
iness by sceing its place in the scheme of valucs. To-day,
e e inflence of Bergion and othes,the creative aspect
of artistic activity is suggesting a similar creativeness in the
doing of good actions.
§5. Classification of Theoriss of the Moral Standard
It is posible to arrange moral theories in many different

ways, some of them 5o similar as to lead casily to confusion.
There is first of all the diffcrence between absolute and relative




The Decclopment of Edlical Theory 109

cthics. Absolute cthics holds that therc is onc universal
and cternal moral code which applics equally to all men of
all ages, and that chlngmg circumstances or changing opinions
make no difference whatsoever to this absolute moral code.
Relative or rellnvnne cthics holds that the moral standard
varies with different circumstances, so that it may be right
for an Arab nomad, but wrong for an English city-dwelicr, to
have four wives at the same time. It is ble to believe

absolute standards of ethics and yet to hold that the par-

icati ive to circu

Sanccs, T cxampl, to hold that the abligation 10 speak the
truth s an sbsolute obigaton, but o hold that  phlsopher
is morally bound to state both sides as he knows
them to be trae an 4 debatable point of theorys while 3 lwyer
pleading a case is only bound to state those true facts which
will favour his own cli

Closely akin to the distinetion between absolute and relative
ethies is the distinction between objectioe and subjectoe ethics.

we may say that subjective or subjectivist ethics is

that form of relative ethics which holds that the circumstances
which ca the moral judgement are always
the mental states of a particular person.  The most familiar
example of subjective ethics is the view that all that T mean by
calling an action good is that I myself like it. There may be
forms of relative ethics that are not subjective, for example,
the thegry which holds that the righiness or wrongness of
polygaifly depends on economic conditions would be ob-
Jeetive but relative. _All absolute standards in ethics are of
course necesarily abjectiv.

Another distinction is that made between nafuralistic and
non-naturalisic theories of cthics. Naturalism analyses cthical
gongepusin terms of the ordinary deseriptive ciences, and
by far the commonest form of naturalism analyses cthical
concepts in terms of psychology. A naturalistic theory may
be subjective if the analyss i such that the nature of right or
goodwillva

ry
Vi “This action is right’ merely means ‘I like this
action’. A navuraliste theary is, however, objective when
the standard does not change with the changing attitude of
any person, for example the ordinary hedonistic view that
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the right action is one which causes more pleasure than any.
other tion. In both these examples the notion of
‘right” is analysed in terms of psychology, in the first case
in erms of king, and n the second case s terms of causing
P are naturalistic theories. nu- in the firs
uunwmnldbepomblcﬁwv.beuum to be right for A, if
liked it, and at the same time wrong for B, if B dushkcd
the theory is subjective. In the second case, if the a
does actually cause the maximum possible pleasure to i
concerned, it must be cqually right for everybody, so the
theory is objective. 1f the moral standard is subjeetive, then
‘can be no universal moral standards, and cthies would
become (0 a great extent a part of the descriptive science of
psychology.
cories of thics may be divided again o atitude theories
in which ethical terms are defined by the atitude of some being
or other and conscquence theories, in which ehical verma. e
defined by reference to the consequences of actions. 'The
theory Which defines 2 ight action a6 one that the agent likes
is an attitude theory; hedonism which defines a right action
1 terms of I ekt consequences I3 & consenuence theory:
Atitude theories however need not aly subjective, or
cven matursliie. The theory that 3 right action is on thac
‘mankind likes would be objective but natural.
i the theory that a right acton s one that is commanded
by God would be an atttude theory, but hardly naturalistic
in the ondinary sense of naturaliom. Atdtude the
consequence theories hnrdly include all theorics of ¢
view that the moral law is a law of nature is nci
attitude nor a conscquence theory, unless we personify nature,
itis surcly possible to think that the rightness of an action
is affected both by its own mature and by its consequences,
that is by something more than a consequence theory would
include.

Theories of ethics have been divided by Professor Broad
into deontological and telological theories.? A deontological
theory holds that the rightness and wrongness of an action
depends on the action itself and not on the consequences it

roduces. OF course it is not always possible to say just where
1 Broad: Fice Types of Ethical Theory, p. 162.
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the action ends and its consequences begin; when I read
book is my understanding of it a part of my reading or a
conscquence of my reading? The simplest form of deonto-

Jogical thory i intutionsm, the view that w have a diect
intuition of the rightness and wrongness of actions. All
forms of intuitionism would not however be included in the
deontological group; there are theorics which hold that we
have intuitions about the consequences of our actions, for

example that we know intuitively that only actions causing
the maximum possible pleasure are right, and these would
certainly be relevant to the telcological group of theorics.
Itis a question for ethics how far our intuitions give us absolutc
or relative standards, 5o we might have an absolute intuition-

o conseience.or whether they can be nalyied in other erma
by the moralist. Some of the moral sense school, which is
commenly rogurdcd as an intitonst. schol held that the
ncorrupied moral sens alvayssecs hose actions o be right
whycl\ causc the greatest happiness of the greatest number;
50, in this case what appears to be a deontological theory on
Amalysis proves 1o bt ncledlogical. We shall consider in-
tuitionist theorics in Chapter VII,  There arc, however, other
forms of deontological theory. One of the commonest is to
hold that the rightness of an action depends on its conformity
10 some kind of law—a law of God, a law of the social group,
a law Sven by our own conscence, a aw of mature,a faw of
logical
"The terim ', av sed i this statement, i tcifan ambiguous
term, and we shall consider scveral deontological therics of
the standard as law in Clup(tr VI It may be debated
yhether the diviion into decntclogical and.tlelogcal
holds of all cthica theorics o of objective tharie ony.
e are o include subjective theorics, most f thems Vould
i - but it probably better to
ivision t6 objective theoris.
Teleological theories are identical with the consequence
theorics o ou las divson. They hold that the righines
and wrongness of an a nds on its conscquences or
Tesults. By far the commonest teleological theary has been
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hedonism which mus that the sighiness or wrongocss of an
ion depends enti pleasantness or unpleasantness
o e dien grean deal of ethical dliscusion in
been occupicd with the hedonistic theory cal
Utlirianism, most telcologists to-day realize that Thene
may be other consequences affceting the rightness and wrong-
of actions as well as the pleasantness or unplcasantness
hey cause. We shall consider in C)uplet IX the
hedonistic forms of the telcological theory, and in Chapter XI
thou: theorics which hold that the relevdnt conscquence is
the perection of the agent, and in Chapter XII those theories
which regard the consequences in terms of valuc generally,
although here we shall need to consider also deantological
views that e th notion of value.  In Chapter, X we shal
consider cvolutionary theorics, which on the whole belong
o the telelogica o ‘most. o[lhtm holding that it is the

v nghl ol e ore has et n b
sequel that it is possible to combine a deontological and a
teleological theory. If we regard, for example, the moral
law as a law of nature, there may be some laws of nature
which make actions right apart from their consequences
or there may be natural laws stating the consequences that
are to be sought.  And if we use the concept of value, we mas
find that some actions have value in themselves, while others
have value because of their consequences. All this goes to
remind us that any division of ethical theories i mw g‘unps is
somewhat arbitrary, however useful it may be in
subject of our study into convenient scctions.




Chapter VI

RELATIVE, SUBJECTIVE AND NATURALISTIC
THEORIES OF THE MORAL STANDARD

§t. Absolute and Relative Ethics

Every science consists of a number of irue universal state-
ments, and, if cthics is 10 be regarded as a science, it must
include a number judgements that are true not
merely for onc individual bt for all men or foe 3l men of &
cerain group,  Relative cthics maintaing (ht there are no
‘moral rules that apply to all men as such; there are forms
of ethical relativity which would admit of standards for all
the me: imited group, and other more extreme
formsin which what i ight or any manis  purlyinividual
matter, o that there is no question of any standard at all.
‘The following appear to be the ehier arguments used against
absolute cthics, the view that there are universal, unchanging
meral standars,

(2) ave been, as a matter of fact, a great many
iR amora vandards both i the past and at the present
day, and any attemp t0 say that ne s bete than anothee
may be due to bias or prejudice in favour of our own. The

disputes by men of honour in the seventcenth century is now
everywhere considered to be wrong. The sati or widow who
burned hersclf on her husband’s funeral pyre did an act that
was regarded as good by Hindus of a former age, but was
regarded as bad by the British invaders of India, ' In reply
10 this argument, it may be pointed out that modern anthrop-
ologists consider that the variations in moral codes are not as
‘were at one time believed to be. Moral codes

differ as to whether a man may have one wife or four;

all are agreed that a man may not have any woman that he
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ikes whenever he likes. Moral codes may differ again as to
the cases where lying is the lesser of two evils, but all are
agreed that ordinarily speaking the truth is the right course
of action. Such varicty as there is in moral codes can often
e plained by the fact that thesc codss are not statemens
of imate morsl principles but are npphen of such
principles to the actual conditions of a icty.
The principl of chastity finds one sct oa applications in &
gommuniy of monks vowed t eclibacy but another in family
life. A strong sensc of honour is probably as much approved
(0day 25 it whs n the days of the ducl, and wifdy atfection
is as much regarded as good as it was in the days when the
sati offered her lfe, but the ways in which these principles
of have changed with changing -
graumstances, There are certain factors which proven us
ing the fundamental resemblances in the ditferent
moral codss () At diflcrent actions with the same
name may be very different in their moral quality, and so
may be judged d.mm.-ly without any differcnce in moral
principl¢ being iny :
Roman Empise of the first century was a very differemt inc
stitution from slavery as Livingstone knew. it in Africa in the
minciceth century. (i) A diffrence in moral judgement
difference of opinion on mattcrs of fact,
particulurly on the actunl consequences of actio
a difference in moral standard. It was t00 rca d
dhat those who supporicd and hese who opmdfm pro-
hibition of the sale of intoxicating liquors in America always
difered i ther moral principlees
the difference was a difference i
effects of the prohibition laws were, so that if the truc facts
could have been made known to both partics there would
have been more agreement. It s also (o be remembered that
sting moral codes are ot regarded by the absolutist as
being the absolute moral code; they arc at best imperfect
approsimatons o tht code, and the fact that they arc all
impetet Leavs room fo heir ifeing from onc another.
Inall these ways, it i pessible that there may be one absolute
moral code in spite of the many existing codes and their
differences from one another.
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(&) The view that moral judgements ar based on cmotions
has encouraged the belicl in ctical relaiviy, for emotions
change frot v G i he o il s ough he
Ty semain in the same situation, and crent ndovgiuas
fecl different cmotions cven in the same situation. Therc
i i w that moral judge-

ments may have their origin in cmotions.' It may be the
casc even now that the occurrence of an ellwllon like

moral judgement condemning the action to which we el
rescnument. When we fecl angry with our neighbour we
fnd oursclves condemning. his bad decds; he may have
really done them and they may really be bad, but our anger
was the occasion for our ness. The
very most that Westermarek and his supporters cai
Memve s that emotions provide a psychatogical condition, in
the absence of which we would not be able to make a moral
judgement; if we did not feel the emotion of moral approval
towards an action we would be paychologically unable to
judge that the action is . C. Ewing points out
that our breathing is a nwusary physiological condition
of our making & morsl judgemer,? but o onc would for
judgements are judgements
ical judgements are not
jodgements about cmotions, and so do not ncccsarly share
ability of emotions.
12 notion of the mml judgement being absolutc has
been attacked by the logical positivists who hold that the so-
called moral judgement camwl e really 3 judgement at ol
stll less a universal scienti ement. tifa
judgement is to have meaning the words of w e ot
things which are directly experienced by the
h are analysable into elements that can be
directly expericnced by the enses. 'n. old that the notion

“ought’ is incapal they are pro-
bably sight in thir. It fllows um ‘morai judgements are
not really judgements at all by mmwd"s or wishes o

! Westermarck ; Ethical Relati
*A. C. Ewing: Subjectioism and mul:.m in Ethics : Mind, Vo
LI, p. 139,
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exclamations. “tsh:\ll consider these views when we come to
ive the but it is sufficient at

subjective next section,
7t to point out that logical postivism is not the only
posible_theory of ki ther philosophers would

ol
agree with the logical positivists that the universal cthical
Sudgernent i different from the universal seientific judgement
ot n s nature and mthod of proaf; but they Wrould hold

jiversal and uncondit ina way that no
indgemenc derved merely Trom observation by the senses

(a) Ethical et point (o the lack ol sgrectment
among absolute cthics as to what the basis of
(hat ihis s In-days when the Christian revclation. was
widely accepted as the basis of morality in Europe, and there
was a general confidence in the capacity of reason to reach
T knowledge, “thre was lte thought o ethical relativity.
At the present no such acceptance
of a single rcl for a moral

thical relativity spread.  Rela-
s ‘ave certainly jusificd in painting owt that moral
philosophers have up o the prescnt ot agreed among
themselves, but this is no proof that there will always be
such disagrcement.

‘The conscquences of helieving that there are no absolute
moral standards are such that it is difficult to believe that
any sane person can acecpt them. (1) We not only judge
actions by our own moral code but w Judge that e moral
better than another, for examplé that the moral code
oﬁhe ancient Israclites was better than the code of a cannibal
tebe on'a Pacifc land. 1 there s mo absolute standard m
morals we have no right to make such a judgement, for there
is nothing in respect of which we can compare the two codes.

ethical relativists say simply that we judge moral codes
that are like our own to be superior to those that are unlike
our own, so that our preference is simply a matter of prejudice.
This hardly seems to be the case, as there arc people who
ther moral code to that of their own society,

posibl (0 argue tha they may be influcnced
by some other prejudice. . Yet it & 10 believe that the
moral code of ane af the higher civillzations, of the Roman
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Stoics or of Christians for cxample, is not superior to tribal
codes |hm cannibalism (although this may umlly
be a sign of moral decadence disapproved by cvery
moral c6dc) of the blood feud.

(b) If there is no moral superiority of one code over another,
there can be no such thing as moral progress or moral decline.
This s possibly the case, bu it i opposed to one of the most

mmon belicls of our modern age.

(c) As no moral code is better than another, and no moral

possible, moral cffort hecomes meaningless.
Beal” relachists deny this by saying that a man ol
try 0 be true to the code that he himself or his society
P I this code, however, has no superiority (o the
scheme of conduct dictated by his appetites, \vhy :hould
anyone make the strenuous cffort needed
moral ¢

(d) The Togical conclusion of ethical relativity “wu e
that no man is better than another, for ever
certain moral outlook, however vague, which delcrmms his
actions and character.  The man who secs socicty as an object
to be preyed upon cannot be regarded as morally worse than
the man who sees socicty as somelhmg 10 be loved and served,
if one code is as good as anothe

Most cthical relativists would say that this argument is un-
fair to their theory because while they deny a universal moral
s(andnrd they accept what we may call local moral standards,

es X hold for limited groups of people.  But no relativi:
n-s shown how the limits of such groups are to be determined,
or why the arguments that make moral standards relative
to the circumstances of a particular community should not
he used to make moral standards relative to cach particular
n-L To do so of course means that therc arc no
at all. Ethical relativists are however right in
holdm‘ that the ordinary moral rules which men commonly
ccw iro o1 really the ultimate, unchanging, absolute
les which distinguish right and wrong. ' Ordinary
Froal mlcsne hese
circumstances, and the ultimate principles themselves are
ncither perfectly known nor perfectly embodied in any exist-
ing moral code.
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So. The Standard as Subjective

‘Subjective ethics is by far the most commonly held form of
relative ethics, and so deserves a special consideration. The
term subjectivism s used differently by different writers,

mes t0 indicate all attitude theories of cthics or cven

all relative theries, but we shall corifine it to theorics showing
the two characteristics that we mentioned in the last chapter,
namely (i) that the judgement that an action
for its validity on the mental statc of a_particular person,
and (i) that because this mental state may change cither in
the same individual, or from one individual to another,
an action may be right at onc time and wrong at another or
even right and wrong at the same time. The simplest case
of subjcctivism is the view that when I say that an action is
right all that I mean is that I like this action. Mecinong has
pointed out that there is a confusion here between two things.
A judgement both expresses a statc of mind and means the
objeet of the state of mind, When I say *This man descrves
10 be hanged", I am certainly expressing my own atttude,
but the meaning of my statement is a fact that is truc of
false apart from my attitude to it. It is very likely that
when I say ‘This action is right', I am cxpressing .My
own attitude of moral approval or liking to it, and this is
what subjectivists emphasize; but the validity of the judge-
ment depends not on what it expresses but on what it imeans,
and this needs to be established on objective grounds, not on
the fact that it expresses an atiitude. - All subjectivi theorics
arc maturalistic theorics for they attcmpt to define cthical
notions in terms of psychological notions such as liking oF
approval. Subjective theorics vary as to the individual
whose mental states determine the rightness or wrongness.
of the action. Most commonly it is the maker of the moral
judgement whose mental states are concerncd, and some
‘people would confine the term *subjectivism’ to this type
theory. Sometimes, however, it is the docr of the action
whose mental states are involved, as when we say that if
a man thinks an action to be right it is objectively right for
him to doit. Or the determining factor may be the mental
states of some other person such as onc's religious eonfessor.

1J. N. Findlay: Meinong's Theory of Objects, p. 28.
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. A. C. Ewing has distinguished between three views
wineh may properly be called subjectve in his opinion:!
(a) the view that the moral judgement refers merely to the
mental state of the person who makes it, as in our previous
example that when I make the statement “This action is
right’ all that is meant is ‘I like this action”; (b) the view
that moral judgements are not judgements at all, but of

nature of commands, exclamations o wishes so that, accord-
ing o one view, “Thisaction i right’is merely a command to
do_the action; and (c) the view that judgements are
cither always falsc or at least lmplblc of being proved
truc.

(2) The simplest form of subjectivism is the view that all
that a moral judgement asserts is that the person making it
has, or tends to have, ceriain feclings. ‘The statement *This
action is right’ means * action", or ‘When 1 consider
his action 1 tend to have a fecing of meral approval towardls
it’, of some such statement about my ovn felings.

nd y approve of a murderer
g 1 belag doe.  In fact,
approval is not entircly a state; it implies a judgement
as 1o the rightness of what is done, so that the fecling g of
approval implies some other moral standard than itsclf.
In having a fecling of approval of an action, I am implying
that T consider that the action is right by some objective
standard. This is in a less degree true of other feclings; my
judgen@int that a thing is bad cannot merely mean that I am
afmd of it fora fea ielf may be jusifnble or unjustifable;
i 10 be afraid of snakes, but wrong to be afraid of
:lccpu\g i the dark. Similarly, likes and dislikes may be
justifiable or unjustifiable.

ype of subjectivism, like other false ethical theories,
can best be refuted by showing mn it has consequences like
the rollowmg, ‘which 1o ceatanibl

(i) When ction,
and the onc says that it § rgh and the other says that it b
wrong, they are not rcally contradicting each other. They
are merely mlu..g statements of the same type as ‘[ Like sugar

+ Subjectiviom and Naturalism in Ethics: Mind,

A C.
Vol L, v
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in my tea’ and ‘I do not like sugar in my tea’, both of which
can be tre a thesame time provided that they arc made by
different people. It follows that there never can be a real
difference of opinion or a real argument about the rightness
ofanaction. Few people would admit that the man who says
that eling e s abvays btter than xpeakmg the truth_can
never be pioves nt, but on this view, if he

1, A,
truth’; the other means '1, C. the practice of speaking
thetnith. Few pople would accept that a moral judgement
when made by different persons must have a different meaning
in each case, and of counse ethical discusson becomes again
impossible.

(iii) If this view were correet the only arguments that would
be relevant to the rightness or wrongness of actions would be
arguments from poychology. I I wish to show that your
statement, *This action is right’, is incos shall nced to
prove that you have made a mistake in muospeeuon. and
that you relly do not know what youe own menial state is.

3 remarkablc boldncss on my part (o
mppou: hat T know what i going on in your mind better
than you do yourself. And ccrtainly no mmu.g«m person
has ever set about refuting a moral judgement in this way.

(b) The ground of the view which holds that moral judge-
ments are not judgements but commands, exclamations or
wishes, is the theory of knowledge called logical ostivism
which holds that all genuine judgements are on analysis
verif able by the senses-and, as moral udgements obviously
cannot be verified in this way, they are not really judgements
‘atall. There would seem no purely cthical ground for taking

this view of the moral judgement, And in the Hgh of ls cone
sequences, most moralists would be inclincd to say that the
thical cvidnce shows that the logical positiviss must be
somewhere in their cpistemological theory of judge-
Tent. “The fist consequence of regarding what fs commonly




Relative, Subjective and Naturalistic Theories 121

called a moral judgement as a wish or a command or an
exclamation, is that we cannot assert it to be true or falsc,
for only statements (that is, judgements expressed in words)
can be truc or falsc. The so<alled moral judgement is
according to the vicw that is now being considered itself the
wish or the command. For example, to call the practice of
speaking the truth right is only another way of saying ‘Always
speak the truth’, or *Would that men spoke the truth’,

We are not, according o this view, making a judgement
that we are having a wish or feeling an emotion o issuing a
command; it would then be theoretically possible to say
whether our judgements arc true or falsc. However, the
same argumeits hat we have wid sgainst the view thai in &
moral judgement I am merely t my own feclings
would apaly. equally againss the wiew that 1
telling my own wishes or commands. It sce
Whenthe ordinary man asks whether an action i nghl,
is not merely wanting to know his own wishes or
he wants to know something about the action, sor lhmg (hn
can be expressed in the form of a ,ndgmenl or statement.
With there would be no i
o{orpl on or of rational arguments on moral matters. There
is nothing contradictory about my wishing or commandin
one thing, and your wishing or commanding the oppasite ; but

person who'says
wrong clearly means to contradict the first speaker,
The jut¥ement *This action is right’ is not a command in
mmary specch; it is a reason for obeying a command on
some occasions. This view can hardly give a reasonable
explanation of the fact that we make moral judgements about
past events. When [ say that Drutus was wrong in k.n...g
Caesar, according o this view, I may mean that if | had
presnt I should have xhortcd Bruts not to kil Gaear, or 1T
should have exclaimed against his action, or ] should have
Wished him novto do t. et surcly it s possble o know my
own nature well cnough to admit tha L1
should have certainly been so influcneed by public opinion
and other things that I should have been altogether on the
side of Brutus and his confederates urging them on, wishing
them success, and exclaiming in their favour, and yet to

that
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admit that, in the light of calm reflection over the whole affair,
Brutus and those with him were wros

(€) The view that all moral judgements are cither false or
impossible 10 prove truc is really cquivalent to a complete
moral scepticism. Either there is no difference between
right and wrong, or nobody lnows the difference. . In either
case a knowledge of moral standards is impossible. The
strongst rgument against. this view is that even the most
scepically minded agree that certain actions, like speaking
the truth, are normally right, and others, like murder, are
normally wrong. To deny that there is any validity in such
universally accepted judgements is surely going t0o far, for
it would deny to human beings the_power of expressing
inligent opiians on such matiers, That is a consequence
w ry man would find as difficult as the moral
phllmphtr o accept.
§3. Non-Subjective Naturalism

A common ticary, losely skin 1 those that have just been
refuted, is the view that when “This action is right’,

What we mean s that all normal human beings Iike it or feel
approval of it, or have some such attitude to it Other
theories of the same group hold that when we say that an
action is right, what we mean is that a majority of mankind

v & cetain atitude o it o that all o a certain group or
dlas have 3 covain atude 1o i, or that a majority of 8
certain ‘xouy o clas have  cerain atticude to it” These

open the possibility for real Bternces of opinion and dis-
cusion incthics, 11 by saying that an action is right 1 mean
that a majority of human beings like it, another person cas
scontradict me and show that I am wrong by dmmmung
hat 3 majority of human beings dishike the action in question,
This type of theory was held by the philosopher Hume, who
held that actions were right when they aroused in a majority
midnd a sepiment of morsl spproval.t (Hume held
that actions which have either dircetly or indirectly pleasant
consequences alonc aroused this sentiment.)? This type of
s Hume: Enquiry Concerning the Principles of Morals, Section I (137).
*op. cit. Section IX, Pt. I (217).
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theory docs provide an outside standard for distinguishing
right from wrong actions, and 50 is not to be regarded as
subjective.
T) pe of theory:
() There are eerumly ‘cascs where an individual judges an
action to be right, although he knows that the majority of
and the majority of cvery group concerned with it
dislike and feel moral disapproval of the action. We saw in
an earlier chapter that one of the most characteristic mani-
festations of individual conscience is to make a moral judge-
ment different from that af the majorty of the §roup (0 which
the individual belo
(b) I this view is corvect all ethical questons about which
there s & diferenco of apinion ar to be seled by the coume
ing of numbers. We can find out whether an acli
only by counting the number of peaple who ik it and e
number of people who dislike it, or by some similar counting
o[ltheopleon cach side. Now it is ceria
tp give serious consideration to a moral opi
held, and people often do try to justify Their m,
of an action by arguing that ‘everybody fecls the same about
it". Yet most people would admit that a minority is some-
times in the right. ~ Indeed, the history of morals shows that
an opinion which later becomes the opinion of the majority
a group, usually begins by being the opinion of a few
enthusjgsts, for example the view that slavery is wror hat
is moréImportant in this objection is that most people would
hold um  there arc other ways of proving acuons right or
n by counting heads; most people for example
o ottt consequences of an action have some
relevance to its rightness
Another cxtremely common natur ry based on
peychology b that geod actions and good | (hmg: are actions
and Lhmg: which satisfy the desires of the doer of the action,
An acton may be good o ight in being sl th object ofa
desire or in being the cause of such an object. It is important
10 distinguish this view from two others with which it may be
easily confused. It may be held that a good thing is simply
2 dcired thin, but it i only 100 clcar that many of the things
which men actually dasire are bad.  Or it may be held more
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reasonably hat by agood thing e meana thing which would
sty the desives of a perfect orideal man; this may
no longer a naturali of cthics, explaining
o terms of desire as i is studicd in psychology. The
theory with which we are dealing here realizes that many of
the things which men do desire do not give them satisfaction
50 are not to be ugrdcd as good, but it holds that all
actions or things which satisfaction are
srongst abjecion (o i s based om the oy st mem
sometimes have evil desircs, for cxample, the desire for
nother man' wie, and, fo a lime at ess, the atainment
oFsuch an el dere docs give sathfuction, " It may be true
that it does 2 man's :ompluc nature
over a long ptnod o i o o s complete nature
is b in something other than the mere satisfaction of

This raises the question of naturalism in another form.
Most people would agree that ethics deals with ideals or
notions of perfection, and the question arises whether an
ideal can ever be described in purely natural terms. Professor
Broad says that it can and cites as examples a perfect gas or a
rnclwnlzsl fuid!  For the moralst the question i whether
or ideal human nature can be so
mma A macioc shsors are, from one point of
view, an auempt to do so. _Spinoza attempted to define good
conduct as conduct appropriate to the characteristic function
the species,? but maturalists seem to_have cav.':.ambu
iffculy in deciding what s the charactristc function of
man, and cven then therc + Kinds of appro-
priatencs, and moral apprapristences may be incapable of &
purely naturalistic explanation. However, this is a form of
naturalism which will have to be considered later when we
discuss the moral law as a law of human nature, or when we
discuss the moral standard as human perfection.
1" wralism holds thiat ethical
icrms of psychology, and
cal naturalism. It includes
o caly tude theores B tho subjecive theorles we
1 C. D. Broz Types of Ethical Theory, p. 262.
*C.D. lmd' Fiot Types of Ethical Theory, p. 55T,
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examined in our last scction and the group attitude theories
we examined at the beginning of this scction, but also such
consequence theorics as hedonism, which defincs rightness in
terms of the conscquence of causing pleasure, which is of
Soane n mental state, that can be described in terms of
psychology. This view will be considered in our chapter on
the slﬂndﬂrd as pleasurc. Professor C. D. Broad considers
that the view that what is right fs what is commant
God is a form of theological naturalism, explaining right in
terms of theology but theology s hadly 2 aturalseence
in the sense that the sciences based on sense-observation
and 10 call such a definition naturalisi scems ikely 0 ead
to confusion; we shall consider this one form of
Standard 45 law; namely, that what s RERt s in accordance
with the law of God. Again, the view that what is good is
what appears later in the course of cvolution may be call
evolutionary naturalism, a view that we will consider in our
chapter on the sandard 3 detemingd by evoluion. Al
these non-subjective forms of naturalism_differ
Jectivism in providing abjctiv moralsandards which lpply
equally toall
Tn other words, they leave open the possibility of a scientific
system of ethics, and_many of the best known of ethical
its many forms for example, are non-
s theoris, Their disinguisking mark
as we we already scen is that ethical notions can, according
to thert be analyicd v i e of one o the s

§4. The Naturalistic Fallacy

The fallacy whichis Fossentn every
been eaplained by Dr. G. E. Moore someuha

oodness is indefinable; all naturalistic theories

attempt to dcfine good and, in so doing, commit the Raturale
Dr. Moore Rolds that all that we can do in
ethics is to defis moral concept
Coneept. ~We may defnc ' ight” or “ought” in terms of the
notion ‘good”; for example. ‘A right action is one that leads

* C. D Broad: Fise Types of Ethical Theory, p. 259.

2G. E. Moore: Principia Ethicn, 1.B., §§ v-xi
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03 good comsequence’. T hovwever,we try o define ‘good:,
d be by a somewhat round-
about definition bringing in the term “right", or an equivalent
ethical term, so that our definition would be really circular
and not a drﬁ ition at all So we are forced to admit that
good is indcfinable.!
Tlu fundamental truth in Dr. Moore’s argument can be
n by taking any common naturalistic dcfnition of good
Tor xample, good . productive of pleasure.  The questi
o wheher o bt ik o falsc, but whether it
gives an adequate definition of good. Many statements arc
true, which make no claim to give a_definition; no one in
saying that buttercups are yellow imagincs that he is giving a
definition of buttereups. Dr. Moore himself admits that gaod
actions are, as a matic.of fact, productive of pleasure. Some
may even g0 10 fa as to say that productivencss of pleasure
is part of the meaning of the term ‘good’, but not the whole
ofis meaning, s that it cannat seve as a definition. Others
y maintain that what causes an action to be good is the
fact hat i produces plessure, but 3 statement of what causes
an action to be good is not ess; we might
similarly say that light of a certain wave-length causes the
colour yellow, but this would not be a deﬁmuon of yellow.
What Dr. Moore nceds to prove is only that *
something more than productivity of Ylcasure or any other
patural charsceric n it connotaion.  This s 3, uesion
which can only be dec rospection, or 6y secing
Chat e mean in our ovwn minds when e uso the (€rm “good’.
Do we mean merely *producing pleasure’? If so, the staté-
ment ‘Al good actions produce pleasure® is a tautological
Dr. Moore's chiel point was made as long ago as the sixteenth
century by the English divine, Richard Hooker. In his Laws of
E«lnumul Polity, Hooker wrote (Book 1, Chapte u‘
JAnd of discrning goodness, there are but thele o ways, the one
the knowledge of the reby it is made such: the other the
ration of hose signs and tohens which, being alliays annescd
, argue that where the) n c 0 be found there
goodness is, nhhougll we know not \m.- by fmcc w
is there.” Dr Moore IM(ll th ll ll\ﬂc u no waj ‘ ng the
h made such and that the wb)tcl matter
olmr\allon of those signs and tokens
goodness.

ies is
Which arc hlways anne



Relative, Subjective and Naturalistic Theories 127
statement in which the predicate adds nothing to the subject.
All it asserts is that pleasure-producing actions_produce

lcasurc. Most people would deny that in making such a
statement they are simply making a repetition of the same
notion in subject and predicate. And honest introsper
almost certainly would show nm they are not giving a defii-
tion, for they dmit that
about the statement that good ions produce pleasure in a
vy that it would be nonsensical o chus whether plessures
producing actions produce pleasure. It appears from this

e o s el ot g the copeept ‘goods and
the concept produciveof lesure re ot ideniical and the
same would be true of any other naturalistic definition of

. Moore goes stil further and maintains that the
same type of argument would apply to what he alls mets-
physiéal theories of ethics, v empt to
terms of things in a suj o that these definie
tions to0_commit the Py Bllacy. When Kant
defines " in terms of a supersensible will, he s com-
mitting this fallacy. ~Again, when we say that “good” means
commanded by God, we are not really defining *good", or
most people feel that a good action woul be a good
acion even it were not commanded by God. .

‘Those who have opposed Dr. Moore's view generally suggest
that if we cannot definc ‘good’, the fundamental notion of
thict ghen the study of s impos

be true, we simply know ‘good

and that is the end of the matter. Even if we admit that
definition by analysis, Dr. Moore's type of definition, is the
only possible kind of definition, we still may maintain that
ethics can contain a great many universally true statcments

about good.  To take an analogous cxample, *yellow”
notion what canot be analysed o any Smplee notions;
it can only be known by a dircct apprehension of the colour,
50 that for the man born blind, who cannot have such a

rect_apprehension, the colour remains unknowable. By

Moore's_argument, ‘yellow’, like ‘good’, would be
definable. Yet many truc scientfic_statements can be
made about ‘yellow”. It can be described in terms of the
wave-length with which it is correlated in physics, although
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the colour sensation is certainly not identical with the wave-
length. T can be sisted that yellow is the complementary
blue, that it i the limit of a series of colours passing
from red, through orang, that it it the colour of certain
natural bt ke buttrcups and sulphur, and 0 on
if we agree with D s indefinable, There
sill can be, made 2 grnl mny universally true statements
bout ‘good”. As we have already scen, those who say lhn(
good s ahvays ymdunv: of pleasure, or that good is alway
God, may very wel be making such \roc
Satementss emly they are not defining good
ha riticism in Dr. Moore’s theory s the
implication that definition by analysis is the only sci
form of defiiion, This ultimately depends on Dr.
taphysical position that the nature of a thing and particy
Jarly of a wniversal like 'gocd is not dctcrmined in any way
by other things and their nature. To use his own quotation
inbis Prinipi Elice; Everyhing s wlnl itis and not another
1 This position is denied by many forms of meta-
thn ncluding modern idealism which holds that the nature
of a thing or of a universal is oftcn determined by its relation
10 other things or universals. 1f we accept this or a similar
view we may belcve that there is another kind of dcfinition
than by the zmlym of wholes into parts.  We may define an

unanalysabl part by showing i place within the whole to
e blon i, and many of the so-called metgohysical
theoresof thice attempt to define good by showing it relation

10 other things as < in the whole scheme of reality.
For Dr. Moore's ‘logical atomism’ this is impossible, because
the relations ol"ood So other thingsand its place in the scheme

real nature.
1t s posible t0 auggest ane element tht §
all naturalistic de ¢ ht” in terms of
peychology, and that s the clemant whichs we have catlod
obligatoriness’. No definition of ‘good’ in terms of our
de 10it (a3 when we say that all that we mean by a
s an action that we ourselves like), or in terms of the
has on our minds (as when we say that ‘good” means
1 Quoted from Bishop Butler on title-page of Pri - Ethica.

not included in
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*productive of pleasure") can explain why we feel it obligatory
10 do what is good in quitc a different way from that in which
we feel obliged to do what we like or to give oursclves pl
Similarly, in the case of cvolutionary naturatiom, H s very
(il to e why we should fel bliged to do wht comes
later in the course of cvolution merely
theory that Professor Broad e |heclog:ml Taturalisms
does scem 10 provide some_explanation of the fee
abligatoriness, and particularly of that cmation of e which
aroused in s both by the moral law (according to Kant)
nd by the idca of God. Yet, as we have already suggested,
good would still he good and presumably retain its obligatori
ness even if it were not commanded by God. It is doubtful,
100, whether any definition of ‘good” and ‘righ
natural science, can include the notion of * moral itingncss,
but this point will be examined more fully when we consider
the moral law as a law of nature. It is certainly one of the
advantages of those deontological theorics of ethics which
regard the moral standard as a law that they can give a more
adequate place 1o the notions both of *obligatoriness’ and
*moral fittingness" than other cthical theorics, and particularly
than those which are entircly naturalis

§5. Conclusion.

The survey of theorics in this chapter may be summed up as
follows, @) In orde that our moral judgements should Have

any re&? validity, it appears necessary to suppose that there
are absolute moral standards, however much the applications
of these may be modificd by varying circumstances. - (b) No
subjective theory of ethics is valid. - Apart from the general
arguments against all relative theories of cthics, there arc
consequences of these subjective theorics which no reasonable
person can aceept. (c) In the case of non-subjective natural-
stic theories of cthics many of them scem to make truc
universal statements on moral matters which must be included
in any complete science of ethics. It is probable, howev
that cthical notions can never be defined in terms of the
ordinary descriptive sciences, which are based entircly on the
observation of the senscs in the other sciences and on intro-
spection in psychology. lar, such definitions will
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ot include the notion of ‘obligatoriness® nor, in most cases,
that of *moral fittingness’ which seem t0 be essential clements
i the connotation of such terms as ‘good” and ‘right’.
queston whther ethical notiors can be defined in terms of
realitie is 2 more diffcult one, and one wi
in'spitc of Dr. Moare's aserion that ‘good" is always in-
einable, must be Ieh unanswered at this svage of our ehical
study.




Chapter VII
‘THE STANDARD AS GIVEN BY INTUITION

§t. The Nature and Objects of Intuition
An intuiion s the immediste apprehension of an object
bythe
A'moral intuition is, accordingly, onc that apprchends some
moral objest immediately, without here being any rssoning
about it. There are three possible objects of moral intui
(2) We may know dircety that one particular act, such as e
assassination of Cacsar by Brutus, is right. To have this
intuiion docs nt mply that polical mardee would b right
in any other case. The theory which holds that the only
way of knowing nghlnes and wrongness s by such intuitions
of the rightness or wrongness of individual actions s called by
Sidgwick *perceptional but may be more
appropriately called ‘individual int . dealig as ..
doss with intuitions sbout frvidual acnorm (b) W
know di without refiction that & certain clas or Kind
T tions s ight of wromgs fo cxample dhat telling ‘he truth
is alwajright. The theory which holds that this i the only
way of knowing the rightness or wrongness of actions s called
dogmatic Intuionism’! but may be wore
inuitioniim', dealing a5
ns. (c) We may now
directly some moral principle by which we can judge actions
to be right or wrong. We may know intuitively for example
that any action which treats a man mercl
always wrong. We may call this ‘universa
dealing as it does with the universal principlcs of cthics.
‘can say without fear of contradiction that human beings
do have intuitions of all these three kinds. One man can
3 Sidgwick : Methods of Ethics, Bk. 1, Ch. 8, Sectiors fii-iv.
* These s are taken from Paton's The Good
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say with as much confidence as if he were guided by Socrates”
dacmn tht i i wrang for him 0 accept 2 certin invi
and refuses 10 give any reason for his decision cxeept that his
conscience tells him that it is wrong. A great many people
hold that 1o tell a lic is always wrong even in circumstances
where great good would result, as when a falschood might
save a houschold of innocent people from a murderous
assault. And some people claim that they know certain
moral principles intuitively, for example that goodness ought
to be accompanied by happiness.
ere are certain objections to all three kinds of intuition-
ism. () While itis true that there are some actions and some
classes of actions and some principles that we know intuitively
©0 be right or wrong this is by no means true of every action
or every class of action or cvery moral le. Most of us
face situations when we doubt which action is right, and there
lasses of action, for example, the sclling of intoxicating
liquors, about which there is similar doubt. Even an cthical

By bappines, bl it s selvident 10 some people, is very
debatable in the opinion of of (b) It may be truc that
intuition of allthrce inds works faily well in nermal eircume
stances, but it does not work in unusual cases. It is sclf-
evident that we should speak the truth until we come to the
unusual case where our doing so seems likely to involve the
sacrifice of innocent lives, Then we have no
guide us. *(c) People make mistakes in their inu
use of the term ‘intuition" by religious people and my:
Philosopher, for example by medern interpreters of the
Hindu Upanishads, suggests that there is something infallibl
about intuition, but nnl‘ormmlcly this does not scem to be
the casc in any sphere. may judge dircctly that a
il e o e ancd eye is crude
imilarly in the cighteenth century it was
self-cvident to the ordinary man that nobody could send a
message from London to America in five minutes, but the
invention of the telephone has shown this intuition to be
gain, it is almost certain that those who condemned
heretics to burn at the stake were obeying the intuitions of
their own conseiences, but most people would now agree that
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their intuitions were wrong. (d) Conscience provides 100
many and too varied intuitions to form an cthical system.
Are we to obey our own particular intuition about an in-
dividual act, or the general intuition that actions of that
class are wrong, or a deduction that we make from some self-
evident moral principle about the matter? These do not
always agrec with one another. A conscientious person who
sces very clearly that lying is always wrong may find that
it seems right to lic in a particular case, and intuition shows
him no way out of his difficulty. (¢} This last objection
implics that intuitions sometimes contradict one another.
Justice points to one course of action, and mercy to another.
[6) lnunuomsm fals 23 an cthical theory, because in every
a reason for what our intuitions
Fordinary §ie s are constantly doing
that our conscicnce tells us that & certain action is
ngm, wegoon 10 explain why it is righ

becar this last objection that in the history of

i intaionism has tshen o forms, - O theory, which
Ihreally the strict theory of i intiionism, holds that al in-
tuitions are unanalysable. When we have an int
the Killing of Gacsar was right, o that tel
wrong, all we can say is that we have the intuition and this
is the last word on the maticr. Nothing more can be kniown
about the morality of the action o class of actions in question.
So there is no analysis or justification of the dictates of our
conscieif. Such a theory would reduce ethical study to a

it
of individual intuitionism would leave open the possibility
of extreme subjectivism, for it is certain that different people
often have different intuitions about the same particular
ction. It may be the case that if our general and universal
ntuitions were more accurately cxpressed than they usually
ar, they would prove o be the same in all pesos and 10

scape the taint of subjectivity. This is not the case at present
heh they often secm (o be difforent in diflrent peopl.
The other form of intuitionism holds that our intuitions,
although actually valid, can always be analysed, explained
and justified by rational argument. Hutcheson, onc of the
founders of the moral sense school, maintained, for example,
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that the moral sense always approves what is beneficial to
Society as a whole or what leads to ‘the greatest happiness for
the greatest numbers”.i Such thinkers are really giving up
intuitions as the final moral standards in cthics; our intuitions
for them become merely convenient guides indicating to us
‘actions which are to be jusified or condemned on other

B mtuitionism s ofien confused with deontology. Rashdall,
for example, defines intuitionism as the theory that ‘actions
are proved right or wrong a priori without reference 1o their
consequences’,? but, as we shall see in our next chapter, there
can be deontologcal theorics other than intuitionism holding
such standards as the law of reason or the law of nature,
Sty speking, we should confine the torm intuiionism®

he theory that the only criterion by which right can be
dl.umg\nsbcd from wrong is intuition or direct apprehension

without reflcction, but it will be convenicnt and in accordance

{uiioism? for any ethieal theory in which intuitions play 3

age ant. Itsin his séns that we shll include the thecries
b English cighteenth century ‘moral scnse” school
ofButler n this chaptr, before e go on (o examine cnncally
kinds of intuitions,

§2. The Moral Sense School

Shalisbury (1671-1713) held that goodness in man required
the existence together and proper balancing in th-mind of
@) otral ofctions owards ouhers, ik love and sympathy,

rd (5)sdofcions divcted towards th agent's ovn welf

T fove o0 s o possible for a man to
judge Ly reason how to keep the balance between thesc two
sets of affections, but these affections themselves arouse a new
Xind of affcction called the ‘moral sensc’, which is a natural
fecling leading us to approve of some things and to disapprove
of others, and serving in itsclf as an impulse towards good
conduct” When uncorruptcd, the mrl serse is always in
harmony with the judgements made by reason. It may be

* Hutcheson: Ingiy, Eviy on Moral Good, 111, §viii, Edition 4,
pp- ¥

’R.IMAII Theory of Good and Evil, Bk. 1, Ch. 4, §i (Vol. I, p. 80).
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comupted by habitually evil conduct or false religious views,
but Shaftesbury held that it never can be corrupted by hones
phi ical ion or ‘frec-thinking’.t In this he
differed from many religious people in his day and in ours,
who hold that *frec-thinking" is morally dangerous in leading
the conscicnce astray.  With regard to the nature of the moral
begins by comparing it to a sensc of smell:
{1 Would avoid being nasty when nobody was present . . .
pecause I had a nosc’;* but he gocs on to maintain that a
caltivated taste, the taste of the ‘moral connoisscur’, is the
truc guide. *To philosophize in a j ificati
carry good brecding a step higher.”  In passing from a simple
cpsation like that of smell or taste to the capacity of making
somplicated judgements like the judgements of acsthetics,
Chiaficsbury docs have the support of common specch. The
ea-taster uses the ordinary sensc of smell, but by education
iwd_practice comes to judge the quality of tca through its
el And we speak of the man with a capacity for making
sthetic judgements or the connoisscur as a ‘man of taste’.
Shaftcsbury certai rded the moral sense as a capacity
hich can be cultivated and improved.

Shafiesbury's successor, Hutcheson (1694-1747) distine
uished between the material goodness and the formal good.
ess of an a "hc material or objective goodness of an
rion is detcrmined by the fact of its actally causing the
Greatcss happiness for the greatest numbers', a phrase which
fhtchc®n anticipated the Udilitarians in using. £
Hadness of an action is determincd by the fact of its flowing
om good aflection in a just proportion, and the moral sense
pur guide and often our motive to such formal goodness,
/ith Hutcheson, the moral sense led particularly to bene.
slent actions which he regarded as cntirely disinterested in
ative, but as actually or materially always leading to the
gent’s own truc interest.  For Hutcheson the final mora]

s Shaftcsbury : An Inquiry Coucerning Virtue (See especially By, |
1. 3

Shaftsbury : Cliaracteistics (An Essay on the Freedom of Wi
e e v (ucked Maskenic: Momsat s yand
. 11, G 3, Pe. T1, vidi). 3
3 See Sidgwick : History of Elhics, Ch. 4.

x
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standard was not the intuition of the moral sense; it was
rather the actual consequences of the action in society.
‘We may regard the moral sense view as making an analogy
between our moral capacity of judging between good and
bad actions, and our aesthetic capacity of judging between
beautiful and ugly objects. Psychologically both have the
appearance of being feclings or emotions, and the moral
sense of the cighteenth century was always regarded as a
feeling, but actually both involve the making of judgements.
Some peoplc have even held that the wo are identical.
The Greeks often used the same term, ‘76 xkaAdv’ for the
bauufnl and the good, and some of the Stoics had a maxim
“Only the beautiful is good’,' although this is not to be
thought of as an essential part of Stoic doctrine. Modern
‘writers have also held that there is at least a close resemblance,
if not a partial identity, betwcen goodness and beauty. We
eerlamly feel something of the same admiration for a noble
deed for a great work of art, and hold that a great
work ol'aﬂ as such has a moral as well as an aesthetic value.
Aristotle held, for example, that tragic drama has a purging
or purifying cffect upon the emotions. Yet in the work of
art the material embodiment has an importance it does not
have in the moral ncnon, where the intentional attitude of the
mind counts mor
The acsthetic Jndgm\em. is itself a_complicated kind of
judgement, about which there is a good deal of philasophical
pute. It is said that there is no disputing about tastcs’,
and this certainly appears to be true. The man who sees an
object to be beautiful would be merely insincere if he gave
up his own self-cvident Judgemenl for that of the skilled critic
or connoisseur who regards the object-in question as ugly.
His state of mind is analogous to that of the man whose
comvcnu tells him lhn :ln action is wrong, although his
ides say tha Aesthetic taste, however,
llke conscicnce, can be educnlcd The influence of teachers
and companions with a developed power of acsthetic judge-
ment, the influence of beautiful objects in one's environment,
the practice of those arts which create things of beauty and,
to'ales degree, the theoretical study of aesthetic standards
* Perhaps originally from Plato: Lysis, XIIL
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may help to educate the man of crude, uncultivated taste
in the direction of becoming a skilled critic or connoisseur.
“The principles on which such skilled critics make their judge-
menis are, to some cxtent at any rate, objective standards
which can be studicd in the normative science of acsthetics,
ust 35 oue moral standards can be studid in the normative
science of cthit
Does this lmlugy cver amount to an identity? It is likely
that moral standards are cven more objective than aesthetic
standards, that while we may in some ¢nses regard contra.
dictory judgements as possbl in astheics,we can never do
¢ may even be suggested that what is objective
in o acetheric Juigement s seally & moral judgement.t
Much of the beauty of a work of art may be merely ‘in the
eye of the beholder’, but there is also in it an objective value
which s independent of the beholder; and this objective
value may be a moral valuc.  If we agree with the lclcologuu
in regarding ight aciions as acions which produce
consequences, then we may hold that things of beauty o g
works of art are among these good consequences, so that a
man producing a thing of beauty is so far doing a right or
. Again, it may be the case on a deontological
view that one of the characteristics which makes an action
good in itselfl apart from its consequences s that it has the
quality of beauty. The selfsacrifice of Antigane in per-
forming: ghe funeral rites of her brother forbidden by the law
of the state, or the action of that ‘very gallant gentleman’,
Captain Qates, in walking out to his death in an Antarctic
blizzard on the chance of helping to save his comrades, have
about them the beauty that makes actions
Professor Broad suggests that the rightness of an action
may consist in its *fttingness” to the circumstances or whole
situation in which it occurs.? It is normally ftting to give
a truc answer when one is asked a question, apart from the
consequences of doing so. ‘The besutiul actions which we
have just mentioned, those of Anti Capuain Oates,
were supremely ftting in unique ul\mlons, although they
had actually no very good results, apart from that of providing
 Rashdal “heoty of Good and Evil, Bk. I, Ch. 6, Note.
2 Broad: Fi T;)a ‘of Ethical Theory, p. 219.
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a noble examplc Io others. If there be such a moral fitting
ness it is closely analogous to acsthetic fittingness, and it is
intuiively; 20 the *moral sense’ would be an appro-

Driate name for suéh an intuiive capacis
§3. The Theory of Butler

Bishop Butler (1692-1752) used the term ‘conscience’
rather than the term *moral sense’ for the intuitive faculty,
and the change issignificant, for with Butler the knowledge
of right and atter of reason rather than oftu.-lmg
Buler's scrmons repeamdly urge that it is reasonable to obey
the commands of conscience, and it is the ‘sweet reasonable-
ness” of Butler's theory that makes him onc of the most
acceptableof Bnglish moralics "Burlcr taught that the human
‘mind is a constitution, or, as we would now call it, an ‘organic

whole’, consisting of many elements of which some are
naturally subordinate to others. We may take as an example
ofa emmmwn the British oo..snmuon, in which the King,
the House of Lords and the House of Commons have cach

i i itutional relations to
ion of the human
lerent elements wuh natural relations to
onc another of superiority and subordination. Because
Butler maintained that these relations are natural we must
regard him as one of those who hold that the laws of morality
are laws of nature, and not merely matters of ~ustom or
convention.

There are in the mind a number of particular ‘passions’
or ‘impulses’ as we would now call them, which lead us to
pursuc different objects. For example, the impulse of hunger
leads us to cat food, the impulsc of fear leads us to run away
and escape from danger, and the impulse of pity leads us to
help others in distres. Butler sees that, although the satis-
faction of cvery onc of these impulses is_accompanicd by
pleasure, none of them dircedly aims at pleasure; it is, for
example, food and not pleasure that we scck when we are
hungry. It is truc that men do desire and scck plcasure,
but the desire for Flumre presupposes a desire, the object
of which is distinct from pleasure. ~ Only in so far as we desire
that object can we find pleasure in its attainment and make
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that particular pleasure our aim. In other words, Butler
efutes poychological hedonism by demonsuraiing that our
aim at other things than :

i the consitution of the hman mind there are set over
the particular impulses one or o rational calculating prin-
ciples. About ane of thes,the rincpl of eove, through
which a man deliberately aims at his own happiness, Butler's
language was petecily clear. About the ther, the princple
of benevolence, there is a good deal of doubt as to what
Butler’s teaching really was. - Butler certainly held that they
both arc natural, endencics of human maturc, and that the
particular impulses arc naturally subordinate to them.
The man who allows himself in a fit of anger to do things
which are nelther to his own ntcrest nor to the nterest
others is behaving in an unnatural way. The interpreter of
Butler is tempted to describe the principle of benevolence as
2 princple which raonaly and deliberaely ains at the

ohlu agent n..mu‘), nd s woulh certainly be the principle
benevolence in its most perfect form. Buder, however,
et e benevolence or the lendency good
o that tendency i Jacking I nlversility
ingly, he sometimes spoke of
t were a particular impulse with its object
to help some other person on the same level as the other
*particular passions’ and not a rational principle to which all
mpulscs are subordinate. In actual expericnce
T @fficult t make a sharp distinciion between the “ben
volence® which is a particular impulse, like that of the man
who gives a shilling thoughtlessly T bcgpr in rags,
*benevolence® which is a ratior et mipmnx
ilitari  reformers; there

volence of mst peopl s probably nearer the lmpnluvc level,
an unreflcive tendency (o help others i

Tather than a cool, caloulating principle. Just s the
particular impulses when they are carried out give us as an
accompaniment that pleasure to ourselves which is the object
of sclf-love, so benevolence in all its forms when su

carricd out is accompanicd by pleasure and ministers to our
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own sclflove. Indeed the satisfactions which arise to the
agent from doing benevolent actions are among the strongest
and most lasting of human satisfactions, and Butler was
vight in emphasizing that, in this way, there is nothing
contradictory between self-love and benevolence, ~According
1o A. E. Taylor, Butler regarded benevolence as a case of
joining conscience 10 a particular passion.! If we regard
conscience as primarily a rational principle, and Butler
certainly regarded it in this way, then both scif-love and bene-
volence in 5o far as they are rational calculating principles
vill be under the sway of conscience.

nsclence is the element in human nature which is
natwrally superior even 10 self-love and benevolence, and its
decisions are final, i i
from its natural
Wndil'lu {:om its ves
over all others’.* ‘This is what has been called the authorita-
e sspect of conscience, and the fact that conscience secms

direcdy is our :
lers theory among the intuitionist theorics
ler, however, held that conscienc is reflcctive
; it is the principle of reflection upon the
ess. The principles on which conscience gives
o principles which are ‘luminous to the under-
i whio lains certain passages in Butler's sermons
Comeieh he seemed o put selfove n the same level 35
Principley’ oo s view they are, in respect of beirt, rafimnal
» On the same level.” In' the eighteenth century it
reasonable course of action is

own welfare or happy

he principle

i, Vot o PSS in which Butler did not make it
*Buller: Smgn 11 " P 42

e Butler:
ler: Sermon 111 (especiatly closing paragraph).
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clear that conscience should always overrule selfsinterest, but
it must be remembered that Butler was not merely a student
of theoretical ethics. In his office as a Christian bishop he was
rather a moralizer endeavouring to lead men to obey their
consciences, and an argument that would appeal to the rather
easy-going people of England in the cighteenth century before
the Wesleyan revival was the argument that what conscience
bade them do was the reasonable linc of action and the one
conducive to their own individual happiness. Butler left
unanswered the question whether conscience bids us directly
and unconditionally seck our own interests and pursue our
own happiness. He probably would have agreed that
introspection shows us that conscience does no such thing,
but that the providence of God has so ordered the universe
that what is commanded by conscience actually always leads
to our own happiness and interests.

§4. Individual Intuitions
When an individual sees directly that a particular action is
right for him at the present moment, and there is no oppor-
tunity for further reflection on the matter, most moralists
would agree that the individual ought to act on his intuition.
There are two considerations which support this common
view. (i) In almost ivity the practised
agent forms habits of action which give him the power in a
particular case to sec immediately or inwitively the right
thing © do, and to carry it out. The practised tennis-
Player does not need to deliberate which rule to follow and
what kind of stroke to take as the ball comes towards him;
he automatically sces how to deal with the ball, and docs so
without any reflection. The good man is in the same prac-
tised condition in dealing with moral situations. (i) A mo
situation may be to some extent unique. As we have just
seen we respond to moral situations that often occur by
habitual actions, which do not require conscious guidance
all, or by the application of some rule. It is a new situation
that most frequently arouses our conscience to make a moral
decision, and this on is often something morc than
Tooking for the particular moral rule which should be applied
in the new situation. Conscience has to see what action is
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clly g o e v and prhaps unique circumstancss
oo iscovory of what is mwnlly fuing appears to be an
intuitive ra-lu-r than a reflective act of the moral conscious=
e may admit that here as elsewhere the more reflcc-
Tiom we do the better but often there is not time for reflcctions
‘and even when there i, insight into the right thing 1o do at the
Toment secms to be a direct intuition rather than a con-
seqence of reflct
uch a direct intuition may in many cascs be wrong. The
individust baving it iy not bave bad citer the expericnee
offife or the pr which educate t}
50 that his intwition may be as pat of the child who
e directly @ beauty in the combination of wo. gaudy
colours that “clash’ with one another to the practised eye-
etc are 100 in all probability other considerations than
“moral fitingness® which affcct the rightness of actions, and

although ‘moral fittingncss” scems to be re ntuibvely,
these ather consideations may be discoverable r ways.
They may include the result by our actions and

thee conformity to certain lawe, such as the Jaws of nature
or the law of God, and these may be better known by rational
sefleton than b ntui we should certainly reject
which contradict one another, just as we would
rejct contradictory Judgemens in every other sphere of
knowledge. We use ihis kind of argument very commonly in
moral matters. We say, for exampl cannot
this ation o be right, when you beieve that actc:?
wong,or Yo cannot think i i igh to kil a German, when
ng to kill an Englnhm:m
‘The ps hr mlnmon has considerable usefulness in the
el ey and t may be the only guidance available for the
h requires immediate action.
however, nothing miracatously infallible about it,
s largely on the moral expericnce behind
it and on its consistency with other moral judgements. In
one respect alone, namely in seeing the unique action ‘morally
fitting” 1o uniqué circumstances, there seems to be no other
guide than inwition, but iblc that cven here we are
with the automatic reaction of the trained mind
pencnvmu something that could also be discovered by the
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slow Processes M'mwmng nnd delllnrnlwn TM question
for ny, on which.
!hu intuitive aspect of conseience worke wm i udgements

valid,

§5 General Intuitions

Many people believe that we kmow intuitively that certain
kinds of action are always right and that other kinds are
always wrong, for exzmple that helping m poor i sl
Tight and that lying is always wrong. n people, as
we have already scen, do fave sch | nom. and even
efuse to admit that thei n they
are shown to be logically incondistent n holdmg o or
example, the intwition that all lying is wrong forbids us to
tell alic cven in order t0 save a man's lifc, even although we
have at the same time the intuition that it is always our duty
10 do what we can to save the lives of others. 'In such a
situation the intuitionist can only maintain that he is bound
t0 do an action which is in some respects wrong, but in that
case he would cither a principle or a particular in-
tuition to tell him which wrong 10 do in this particular situa-
n. The fact is that our intuitions do not provide us with
universal moral rules valid without exceplio
stances; they only point out to us what Sir Davic
obligations that is classs of action which tend
S, be obligatory for most people in most circumstances
They pri¥ide us with rules whicl Qulnnm that any action
which falls under them iends o be ri
k pointed,out that these gencral inuitions provide
rules which are valid in most cascs, but that thege are some
lling under any of these ruls where the intuiton s
Goubttul or even invalid.® It s true thac in mt cireum-
wrong, But there are cases where the wrong-
ness of killing is commonly denicd, as in killing in uIMd‘enet.
and there are cases where its
{nllicting captial ponishmeet or in n, ting wars that
ly wars of self-defence. that
general intitions ave not intuitions a¢ all, but generalizations

1 Ross: Foundations of Ethic,
»Sidgwick: Methods f Ethicy e it B v, Oh. 5.

5
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made from experience about the types of conduct which lead
or do ot lead o the general happiness ofsoccty,  When the
intuition appears sell-cvident and certain, as in dealing with
‘murder, b that to commit
under i conduct opposed to the general happiness of society,
but in doubtful intuitions like those with regard to capital
punishment there is in fact a great deal of doubt as to whether
such conduct is really for the advantage or disadvantage of
socicty as a whole. In such doubtful cascs, our way of decid-
ing the matter is, according to Sidgwick, not by intuition,
but alvays by an appeal to consequences. In the case of
capital punishment we ask whether the execution of the
criminal i kel t0 have good o bad consequences to our
society as a whol
Sidgwick appears to have been right in holding that such
general rules of morality arc often not given by direet in-
wition but are generalizations. ~They my. howevl:r, be
f other kinds than th
tion of types of conduct which lead to advantageous results.
They may,fo example, be gencralizations of the pardcular
intutions which were desribed i our last sc If a
person repeatedly has had the intuition in parucular cases
T to Speak the truth in this particular case is right, it will
be convenient for him to make from these particular insights
a general rule that truth-speaking is always right, whatcver
its consequences may be.
i 1 the view that the sol Z
is our intvition of the rightness and wrongness of s o
actions may be mentioned. (i) This view ignores the fact
that what gives moral value to an action is often the spirit in
hich the actionis done as mch as the actual action iell
g the truth in a spirit of enmity or malice is certainly
ml‘enw t0 what St. Paul calls *speaking the truth in
be that on closer examination our intuition
pmu 0 be a1 scions of  ceriam in a certain
pirit are right, but, in judging the spirit of an action, we
(eneully take intended consequences, and
most intuitionists are at pains to deny that consequences
ffct the rightnes or wrongnes of actions. (ii) This view
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takes insufficint account of the cicumstances in which an
action is done. It is surcly more wrong to tell a lie in gi
vidence in a court than 1 descibing onc's fehing CAploi
in the smoke-room afier dinncr. It has already been sug-
gested that one factor in making an action ‘sood s that
it fits the circumstances in which it is done perhaps in some
way that can only be known by intuition.
ns can obviowly take no account of thi
unique ‘particular actions.

In spite of these objections it may be the case, as we shall
suggest in the next chapter, that certain types of actions are
opposed to what we shall then call the laws of nature and are
50 far wrong actions, and that every man has, however vaguely,
intuitions of these Jaws of mature. To tell lies may in this
way always end o be wron, although in some circumsiances

Faction involving
falschoodhe best course psible. Most people, who belcve
that in present and capital puni
are morally justifable, would also admit that war and capital
punishment should be abolished as soon as circumstances
permit, and this surely im
sacicty they would be bad. When our general intui

, they arc probably not gencralizations from particular
intuitions, as otherwise they would retain a subjective quality
which might lessen their bjctiv valdity; and. they arc
probably not gencralizations from actions which have been
found Lp experience to have good consequences, beuuse
consequenees depend so largely on circumstances as to make
generalization ible. They are probably, in so far
s they are valid, inuiions of natural selation o natural
laws, but with |hm we shall deal later. ‘The critic of general
intuiions js cortainly right in holding that the ordinacy m
apprehends these laws vaguely, and expresses them i
accurately.

§6. Universal Intuitions
The view that ethical principles are reached by intulton

is not an ethical theory of the moral standard, but 3 phi

sophical theory as to how we reach universal trut

versal intuidons what we know intutively s not th rightncss
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or wrongness of panicular sctons or of clases of actions,
but some rule or principle which may assist us directly
indircctly in discovering B e aion i righe or rong.
1t has been a common, if over-simplificd, view to hold that
there wo theories of knowledge, an inductive theory that
e egin with the observation of partcular facts and on. the
basis of these proceed to make generalizations in the form of
umvcml statements, and a deductive theory that we begin
knowledge with awm; u...mnl ‘)nnenplcs known

our plays some part in the acquisition
knowledge; what is generally in debate s whether anything
mere than ‘obscrvation and gencralization is required. For
mple, from our rm,muy repeated obscrvations of men
dylng ‘and the complete absence of contradictory observations
lude that all men are mortal. It may be that by this

purely cmpirical or inductive method we can reach satements
of the type used in the descriptive sciences such as * All

heavier than air tend to fall to the ground", although many
philosophers would hold that even here somethmg more than
mere observation is involved. By mere obscrvation however
we can never reach statements which imply the ideas of
necessity or obligatoriness, for example the cthical statements
“Virtue must result in happiness’, or * Virtue ought to result in
happiness’. The whole-hearted empiricist would conclude
that we never can make validly a universal statenfht with
‘must’ or ‘ought” in its predicate. S if we are to maintain
that cthics is a normative science providing universal rules
a5 10 what ought o be done, we must reject the purely em.
pirical theory of knowledge. The other ermnativeis t0 make
ethics into a descriptive oF positive science.

The deductive theory in its commonest form holds that all
our knowledge depends on abstract principles that arc known
by intuition; the widest of these principles is the law of
contradiction in logic. If we arc to retain cthics as a normas
tive scicnce, a theory of cthics must involve the mtnmvg
knowledge of certain truths. Even a theory opposed to most
forms of intuitions like hedonism must begin with an intuition
that pleasure ought to be pursued or that only actions which
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use pleasure can be right; there scems to be no other way
Than intuition of discovering the central principle of hedonism

or any other ethical theory, for it is a principle that we must

Yet, her as cliwhere, here is

conf
intelligible. o
cxpcfiulcc that we arc_confirmed in our belicf in the im-
possi wo contradictory statements being truc. In the
Fame way the intuition of a moral principle, or cxample that
Happincs s the sole good, can any be held to b vald when
it has come through the test of our moral experience. I it
explains the facts of the moral Jifc and if it is not contradicted
in any way by other principles which appear (0 be neccssary
ons of morality, ll\en and only then can it be accepted
inciple. It ma

ing in what he oes intuit
His intiton o be accepted by ebical scince it mus
tested both by its compatibility with other X
especially the particular intuitions mentioned in an carlier
scction, and by it abiiy to give a consistent xplanation of
caperience. So long as men gencrlly regard ather
Things than happines as Soad, and so long 2 here are ranges
of moral experience that cannot be explained by the hypo-
thesis ghat men ought always to seck happiness, the intuition
that hibpiness is the solc good cannot be accepicd as valid,

§7. Conclusion

What services does intuition render to ethics? Much that
appears to be intuition s simply an automatic reaction that s
the result of moral experience. _Just as the practised workman
makes a movement at his tradé without deliberation, so the
practised moral agent sces dircetly the right thing to do or
the ight ruleto fllow in  partcular cas, There appesr to
be, however, certain forms of intuition where it is to
degree independent of reasoning and experience. (i) In the

ase of paniular actions the quality which we have calied

Cnoral Fiingness to.the partiéular circumstanccs secms
be known inwuitively and ot directly analysable into any
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relation discoverable by reason, he casc of classes
of action, we scem to know mmmvely that cortain types of
action are or are not in accordance with what we have called
the *laws of nature’. (iii) Certain cthical notions, and in
particular the notion of ‘ought’-ness or obligatoriness,
Bannot be discovered by mere outtide obscrvation. The
notion of *ought'-ness must be in some way o other intuitively
apprehended, allhmlgh it may only become explicit to our
minds through expcrince, and must be consisently applied
to experience. would apply to all ethical notions and
principles which appear 1o be Enown intuitively.




Chapter VIIT
THE STANDARD AS LAW

§1. The Meaning of Law
Tn ordinavy life we are familiar with two kinds of laws, the
Jaws of our country and the laws of nature.  The former inay
be called politcal lauws; they are orders made by a sovercign
government to all its subjects or to all of a certain class of its
subjects. The subjects may disobey these laws but, if they
do so, they render themselves liable to be punished. I there
ishment for the breaking of a law, the law very soon
authority over those who do not willingly observe
olitical laws differ from country to country and from
time to time. New circumstances bring new laws; in time of
van for example, we fnd new s mlmg with national
registration, rationing, and 1o commandeer
property. Some, but not all, polluul v deal with matters
concerning morality ; murder, for example, is forblddtn both
by the political Jaws of most countries and by moral precepts.
The layg of nature, which may also be called scient /i: Taws, ave
simply “Gniversal statements of fact, stating re
hold universally beween evens in the real orld 2, for
example, the law of gravitation, which states that every body
atractyguery other body with 8 certain foce, There is 3
ink that universal statements which express
the v(-lallon of cause anc ct are laws of the most scientific
kind, but we shall argue in a later section that it scems hardl
right to hink thag thre are o other univeral relatons than
relations of cause and effect at the term *law of na
vould be cqually appropriate in the cas of ther universal
relations. ws diffr from political laws in being
Tatement of fact and ot commands, so that while it is
possible to disobey a political law it s impossible to disobey
a seientific law, if it be really valid, even in the figurative
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nsc of producing o exception to it. Scientific laws, i
Valid, cannot be changed, although of course they may hve
ierent applications n diflrent conditions; political las
as we have already scen vary from time (0 time. Sc ife
Taws resemble pol laws in having a universal reference;
in the case of a political law, all of a certain group or class
must obey the law; in the case of a scientific law, a statement
is made about all the objects or events of a certain kind.  The
name ‘law’ was given to the laws of nature in all probability
beeause it was thought that thesc, too, were commands of
God the ereator, or the orders that He had given for the con-
struction of

cal and scientific laws there may be a difference
in the ange of the applicaion of the law. ' Some poltcal
I, for crampl the laws daling with murder, apply
a _country ely; od\m, l'or
uzm e Tows dealing with income-t -x, apply only to a
limited group of people, in our example those with an annual
income above a certain amount. Similarly, some scientific
Iy, like the lu of gravitation, appear (o be absolutcly
universal in their and there is a tendency to limit
the. torm ‘laws of Rature” 10 such absolutcly wniversal laws,
laws hold only under certain conditions;
for example the law of Malthus that population tends to
excecd the means of subsistence held in the conditions pre-

vaili in the carly nincteenth century and in the
conditions precsling in India and China to-day, Lat it docs
not hol ns prevailing in Western Euope or

Mot At 1o torday n the casc of scicntific laws we
may disinguish betven universal Jaws or laws of nature
Holding. uncondicionally, and ypotieical scientific Taws
halding undev cerain conditons,
crman_philosopher Kant wsed the name *hypo-
el imperative’ for something which appears o be
another kind of law, and which has more of the nature of a
command or political law than a statement of fact. The
builder, if he wishes to erect a permanent building, has to
obey certain rules. These rules are dictated partly by the
! Kant: Fund tM-lPum les of the Metaphysic of Morals, Second
Section (Aw.&"" e o bl of
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naure of the materials b for they will diffe
brick and in 4 stone building, and pzrlly Ty the object '
which e is aiming, for they wil differ when the builder s
building 2 cathedral 1o lsst for centuries and when e i

g 3 temporary shelter. Hypothetical laws of this
b appear 1o tesemble political laws in the fact that they
can be disobeyed, o i the agent disobeys them, he will not
autain satisfactorily the object at which he is aiming. And, as

the really ‘hypothetical* wis really a scientific
law of a limited kind; it is a statement ohhz means that will
always bring about a certain end, or the cause that will

als luce a certain effcet. The laws of building or
architecture, for example, are statements of the causes that
will always produce certain effects in build
them the appearance of commands o
fact that somebody, the builder lnmnl.l’ or a customer, has,
Ly a wish or a command, ordered the erection of the b\nld.m‘
At the most, the laws of architecture nre what Laird called
“subordinate i whu:h are not
commanded own nxhl‘ but only denvauvcly because.

commanded. If a by

obligation to build a house, e
Tollow from it including the obligation to obey the laws
archite@re.
n the science of cconomics we find examples of the thrce
Kinds of law which we have 5o far mentions
Contains scientific aws, mostly of the hypothetical kind, Which
hold only under certain conditions, ¢.g. the law of supply and
demand, that the price of a commadity tends to rise with an
increasc in demand or a decrease in supply. Economics is
concerned with political laws, such as regulations made by a
overnment controlling prices and rents. It also is concerned
fngdy with what Kant called *hypothctical laws* and Laird
‘subordinate imperatives’;¢ it provides rules, for
mmple, as to what people should do if they wish to increase
the national wealth.
\ Laird: 4 Study in Moral Theory, p. 42.
v
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Some writers refer to_thesc hypothetical imperatives as
normative laws, but others confine the term *normative
law’ to rules which hold universally for all men, not merely
for builders or moncy-makers or any other limited group of
people, We may cal these ' domimant imperatives” (0 which
the ‘su imperatives” are instrumental. _Some people
heid'thas there e o uch i imperatives; we simply have our
own deires o the orders of other people including govern;
ments, and we have to obey the ‘subordinate imperatives’
in'so far a8 we desie the objects to which they ar¢ instrumental
or in 50 far as we are compelled to obey the commands of
others, and these subordinate imperatives arc involved in our
doing so. The most likely cascs of rules holding uncon-
ally and univrsally o, s Kant called them, caicgorical

ives, are the rules provided by cthics and Flon,
and these have the best claim to be called normative laws.
Some people have tried to put the rules of acsthet
rules of logic on the same level as the rules of cthics a
It is doubtful whether there is a universal obli

f
s almost certainly a moral obligation to be justified
on ethical and not on asthetc grounds. _Similarly it appears
that obedience to the I s of logic is not
writer of a fairy tale or
aimment of othes and nor o It dhere & an obligat
of some kind on everyone to discover and know the.truth it s
certainly a moral obligation. The case of the laws & reli
i more Giffult; they appear to be more definitely regarded
aws or commands than the laws of morality, for
Theyare cxplctly held to b the commands of God,
ant distinguished three kinds of normative laws which
he called imperatives or commands.t
have already scen, the Aypathetical imperati
for groups of people who, under certain conditions, have
cerin ends i view, s, fo cxample the laws of rchitecture.
) There is the asserlorial imperative. There are certain ends
bout which we can assert that everybody secks them, 5o that
mg hypollnllul rules for ataining such cnds would be
: Fundamental Principles q/ Metaphysics of Morals, Scetion 1T
(.\m»u s translation, pp. 31-33).
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universally applicable, but would still be conditional, because
they only hold becausc of the condition that people seek these
tndt. Kant held |hal we can assert that all men naturally
happiness, so all rules which are to be observed in order
o attain happiness are assertorial laws. Many people hold
that all the laws of morality arc laws of this type; for example,
hedonists hold that they are rules for attaining pleasure.
re is the categorical imperative which holds uncome
ditionally and universally, and Kant considered that the moral
law is the only law of this kind. Moral laws do not depend
on the ends at which men ai ike the laws of architecture
or of cconomics or even the universal assertorial laws of how
to reach happiness. In this way Kant denicd all tcleological
theories of ethics, which hold that an action is right because
it leads to certain consequences. It is the same truth that is
expressed in Kant’s statement: *There is nothing good with-
out qualification except a good will." Al other apparent
forms of goodness depend on conditions, and so the rules for
attaining Fhem are Ilypolheuul but the command to will
what is_good is categ ree remarks may
about this. (a) Kant’ m “categorical imperative’ implies
that the moral law is a command made by somebody. Kant
imscl, in eriain pasages, regarded it command of God,
roused in him the same emotion of religious awe as
the ughl of the starry heavens aroused in the Psalmist. Kant
himsel “Two things fill the mind with ever new and
increasifig admiratioand awe . . . the starry heavens above
and the moral law within."* The per: a * certainly
the aspect of obligatoriness in the
which it resembles the command of a legﬂlly constituted
authority. (b) The difficulty of Kant's view is to know how a
good will wills or what, in concrete cases, the categorical
imperative tells us to do. Most people would accept it as a
o cgonal rule always to will what is good, but (his gives
iidance as to what the decision is in pamtular acs or
wining. (c) It may be doubted whether the mq
aniKane: Dickcic of Pure Pracical Resson, 1, v (Abboln trans-
aton, p. @

Diiucic of Pure Praticl Raton: Conclusion (Rbbotc’s
ansioton, P. 260),
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any other so-called categorical imperative is absolutely un-
conditional. The moral law is obligatory only for rational
beings, 0t s subjct to anc conditon, namely that of being

Yy a rational mind. Kant himsel, a5 we shall
e ater, realized this when he said that the moral law must
e such that a man can impose it on himsclf.

§2. The Moral Law as a Political Law
Among people who are not philosophically minded one
of the mest common yiews of m Loy pansin they are
commands given by God to men by means of some special
Tevelation lige the laws u‘Mosu which were revealed to him

providential arrangement for mankind, but he may also hold
tlat these laws would still be valid, even if God had not
m. In

we have already suggested that when we say that what is

right is commanded by God we are not defining ‘right’,
but telling a new fact about it. = At the same time it must be
admitted with Paley that  the hypothess of 8 moral luw being
commanded by God is one of the simplest explanations of
that obligatoriness w
element in the moral judgement. It is possible’chat e

elements in the moral judgement like *value” and ‘m

Rutingncs” may be cxplainable in other terms, but that the
element of *obligatariness’ comes from the fact that what is
right or good is commanded by God. Even if we acccpt
this we have still to discover what makes a right action right
and so worthy of being commanded by

At the level of customary morality wher, the tribe has
compleeall-round, o what we would now call 3 tovalitarian', .
influence on d it is casy to identify the moral
Jaw with the law of the ribe. Tt is the command of the chief
or of the clders or, at a more advanced stage, of the duly
constituted government, This view, however, cannot be

\ Paley: Principles of Moral and Political Philosophy, Bk. 11, Ch. .
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held when conscience tells an individual that he is not to
obey the law of his country, and the *conscientious objector”
by his act denies this view of morality. To regard political
Jaw as more binding morally than the voice of conscience
is altogether opposed 1o the common-scnse view of the matter.

fact that pol.mul codes vary from country to country,
and in the same country from time to time, scparates them
from the moral law which has been generally wmldﬂﬂl tobe
absolute and unchanging. Some legislators have indeed
thought that their special task is to apply the universal
moral law to the particular conditions of their country in their
legal code.

There are certain difficulties of the whole conception of the
standard as law brought out most clearly in the limitations
of polidcal laws. (s) While poliical laws, and universal

, as in forbidding murder or theft, they are often capable
of Gealing with potiive moral dutics, ke the duics of benc-
vokm:e. which depend so much on the individual's position
and circumstances. (b) While political laws, and
generally, can command or forbid cxternal actions, they can
do litde or nothing to ensure that the action is_done or
refrained from in the right spirit, and the ‘right
important for morality at the level of conscience. (c)
Political laws, and laws gencrally, cannot enjoin actions
‘which age unique in their moral quality. The heroism of the
brave 13in and the self-sacrifice of the saint are things that
cannot be commanded by law. _ These limitations, which are
%0 conspicuous in the case of polical law, would apply to
form of moral standard, which takes the form that all
people o all people of a certain group ought to do a certain
thing, and this is just what we mean by the standard as law.

§. The Moral Law as a Law of Nature
When we talk o the ‘nature" of & perion or hing we may
any one of hice mean_the
" original nature, relring 1o those charscterisies

rson or thing had in some carlicr perig
When it was first calied by is presont name. 1t i n this sense
at Rousseau and other moralists advocated a return to
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nature or o the simpler form of lif that ous ancestors are
supposed to have lived. There are few or no gr
history for holding that primitive ways of living were morally
superior 0 those in vogue at the present day. In any case
it s certaindy not the fact of thei being primitive that maes
them morlly superior. (3) We may mean b the nature o
a person or thing wha it actually is at the prese
When v say dha it s the natare o a dog to +bark and bite
are merely asrting in other words that most dogs do
normally bark and bite- T this be the meaning of *nature’,
it would be absurd to say that it is anyone’s Chaty to ‘v
secording to maure’; it would merely amourt (o teling
him to do what he is doing. (i) nature of a thing
or 2 perion we may mean it ideal nature. Many people
would 2y thas. we are now talking of somcthing wnreal
something e cannot be handled by the ordinary methods

describing the ideal nature o things. In the ordinary text-
iven of the character
brgeebintl At speci
knows that the actual specimens which he finds all vary in some
way or other from the type described in the text-books. If
he were 10 find, for example, a leopard answering enclly
10 the description of the lcopard in The ext-book he

sy tha i £ 3 perfetteopard or that thi s what a lcopard
should be. The text-book gives to some extent a deseription
not of the actual animals but of the ‘idcal nature” of af/ animal
of this kind. Those who regard the moral laws as a law of
nature are maintaining that the rules of morality are rules
by obeying which man would attain his ideal nature and ideal
natural relations between himself and others. It is in this
third sense that the concept of ‘naturc’ is relevant for

el
Some of the Greek sophists held that morality was a mere
convention cstablished for human convenience, and the
Epicureans took the view that justice is only & name for an
arrangement devised by men for the purpose of sccuring
ther own happiness. The school of Socrates, hawever,
regarded morality 23 natural, somewhat in
the last paragraph, and the Stoics held txpllcnly ot
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vlrluous life is the life ‘according to nature’, mature being
governed by one universal law which is fundamentally
rational. Cicero cxpressed the Stoic view in its devel
form in the following passages: ‘True law is right reason in
ire; it s of universal application, un-
changing and cverlasting; it summons to duty by
and averts from wrong-doing by its ronibutions. “We
cannot be {md from its obligations by senate or people, and
look outside oursclves for an expounder or in-
terpreter i The law is mat one thing at Rome, ancthee
at Athens, but is eternal and immutable, the
the command and sovereignty of God.'* Some of the Stoic
writers spoke as if this life had been actually lived by man in
primitive days (or as i ideal nature were identical with primi-
between
the pmmuve e, whichatis bet 2 life of innocence due to
he rding to nature, which is a
1 Tved i Tull conseiousness of what is rational and cone
sequently right.
The view of the moral law as a law of nature was adopted
somewhat hesitatingly by Christian thinkers who rega
ess as a matter of supernatural grace rather than of
natwral law, but the Jaw of nature had a fundamental place
in the system of the greatest of medicval philosophers, St.
Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274). Aquinas taught that natural
i ined by G is concerned with the
social L of wan a3 creature oflime nd space lving in the
actual world where all his social relations are to
according to the law of God. Natural law is a ,udgemm
g what is right, a judgement necessarily fAiowing from
ine being, snd uralisrably determined by the nature
n God.> God's cternal law is the
command of His divine reason, and o fr 25 the knowledge
of this law can be sh
natural law. Other a
in 50 far as they follow it
by way of knowing it, an

inctively, but man shares in it
it is this eternal law, in so far as

: { Divinarum Iustutionun, vi. 8.
*Gicrke, Tr. Mailand . Theres of the Middle Aes, p. 172.
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‘we know it, that we call the law of naturc.! Because of the
limitations of our knowledge of the eternal law, human law
(which we have called political law) is necded to teach us
our particular duties, but our human codes of law must
never be apposed in any way (o the I of nature which i
part of the cternal law of God. A modern theist might say
Tt God consracted the physical wmivers on_priah

which are imperfectly known to the scientists as scientific
Jawe or s of rature; similaly, Aquinas held that God
rade man and ma ationships on certain rational
princpls, which, 50 far 25 e know them, we call the laws

i

of na

A.m, English thinkers of the scventeenth and cighteenth
centuries the Cambridge  Platoniss held that the laws of
morality are part of the fundamental structure of realiy,
but the clearest and most suggestive statement of the ‘law
ofna(ulv in Englh ethics i that of Samcl Clarke (1675

larke regarded the universc as constituted by moral
uhnom mlmm to the caual reltions of the physcal
universe. There are necessary and cternal relations, both
causal and mora, which differant things bear to one another,
and there follow from these relations the *fitness and unfitness
the application of different things or different relations one

to another’. Accordingly, natural fitnesses are cx)
in Clarke’s four pnu.pfu ‘of picty to God, of equity and of
Benevelnce towards one's fellowmen, and of ty in
what concerns the natural laws 61 human
Felationships. Tn Clarke's own wotds - there s a ftncss or
suitableness of certain circumstances and an unsuitableness
of otheny, founded in the nature of things a i
tions of persons, antecedent to all appointment
whatsoever’. All men agrec in their judgements of such
fitness and _unsuitableness as they agree concerning the
brightness of the sun or the whitencss of snow and, so far as
people arc reasonable, they guide their conduct by these
relations of things. Natural uncorrupted man would always
do 0, but our irrational impulscs lead us into error.  Clarke
mghl Have eld or exampe, that the relation of abedience
wma Theologica, 11. 1. 91 1, 2.
-s ‘Clarke: pmmmmmmlk igion.
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betuseen childeen and their a neeessary and eternal
. and we would all admit that there would be some-
lhlnx unnatural” in a moral law which enjoined parents to
obey their children. Again, therc is a natural fitness in
answering a question with the true answer; to lic without
reason in some sense unnatural. When a modern

tilitarian says that not even extra-marital intercourse is
immoral, if no unhappiness will be caused thereby,! he is
‘making a statement e repugnant 10 the common sensc
of most people, The ground of this repugnance is surely that
extra-marital intercourse is unnatural or unfitting in our
human social relationships.

One fundamental view which is maintained by the theory
of the moral slandnrd as a law of nature is that morality is
objective. admitcd g we have already seen, that
Giffcent civiizations and diffrent ages have, had Slighily
different moralities, but they have never had entircly different
moralities. Mr. C. S. Lewis puts it in this way in his Broad-
cast Talks: *Think of a country where people were admired
for running away in baule,or where # man et frowd ofdouble-
crossing all the people who had been kindest to him. You
st g well ey 1 imagine 8 country where tvo and teo
made five. Men have differed as regards what people you
ought to be unselfish to—whether it s your cun family
o rour fellow-citizen or everyone. But they have always

agreed that you Jughne to put ywmll' it Slfghncs

has never been ac Men as to whetaer

you should ave one wite o5 Tour, But 4 they have always

agreed that you mustn' siraply have any woman you ed '+

The objective nature of morality is pro i

scientifically by the fact that we can and do compare differing

godes of moraliy a3 beter or womse,  To quoie Mr. C. S
ins ‘IF 5o st of mora ideas were ruer or

than amy other, there would be no preferring ci s

morality to savage moraliey, or ‘Christian morality to Naxi

o sense in supposing that

g as moral prmm n pomble We may take it

+C. . Lewis: op. cit, p. 17.
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dhas dhere s an abslute universal law, v inadequately
it is known by us, underlying our moral judgements; the
‘medieval moralists who laid emplnm on the law of nature
were very definite that this law is only a limited if valid ex-
Dresion o the Jaw of God, in s0 far 2 that ¢an be known 10
‘our human minds.

‘The moral law, however, is not a law of nature in exactly
the same sense in which the law of gravitation is a law of
satre, A moral ow says no dhat hings arc always done,
but that they always ought to LI uishes
between ceriam maoal eodencies s hich may in thermsclves
lx am.w i terms of scenific law) as other

| tendencics as bad. There is, however, a
okt that ks siemdfic Lave and moral Iavee - The view af the
moral standard as the law of nature points out that moral
laws take scientific Jaws into account, that to some extent
they are based on scientific Jaws. It is because of the natural
depcnden:eoflhn child on its parcnts, about which a scientific

neralization can be made, that it is morally fitting that
Children should obey ther parents.  The sciendfic fucs that
the number of males and the number of females of the human
species are approximatcly the same under natural conditions
is a fact that can be used as a basis for an argument in favour
of monogamy. We arc not merely stating that moral
standards must take into account the facts of nature in their
applications; this i true and often sccouns for the diffrent

ms that moral rules take in different countri? and i
diffrent ages.  We are also maintaining that th “absolute
moral standards themselves are bound v h universal
truth about human naturc and its ‘common relationships
everywher her words they are bound up, with what
modern cience cals the Jaws of nature, and
the laws of human nature. It may he something u
nature that enables moral laws 't have that universality

joined by the moral laws is a relation of a wnique kmd uhnch
we suggested in our last chapicr, can be appre!
by an uition. Professor G . Broad saye that ﬁnmgncn
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or unfittingness is a dircct cthical relation between an action
or emotion and the total course of events in which it takes
place.t Moral fitingness need not be the only way in which
n be good or right, but it is a way that can
xplained in term of a navaral relaion, & elation that can
be gencralized as a law of nature, not of course a scientific
Jaw stating a relaion of causaton, but an ethical law stting
a relation of moral fittingness.  Attempts have been ma
cxplain this relation of filingnes in terms of ather readions.
nists have maintained that good conduct is conduct
by which a man adapts or fits himself to his cnvironment,
and so secures a longer term of lfe either for himself or for
his specics, but, as we shall see in a later chxpm, most people
would deny that such conduct s necesariy good in 2 moral
yay. IFitbe morally good, th mmly an additional fact
about it. ~ Again, good conduct may be as we have suggested
in the preceding chapter fitting in the sense of being acsthetic-
ally beautiful, but we had reason there to hold that moral
fitingness s’ not identical with aesthetic fittingness, If
there are relations of moral fittingness in they are
relations of a unique kind, and, in order to maintain their
reality, we shall need a metaphysical theory of the universc
other than the mechanical one which holds that everything
can be explained by the law of causation and the uniformity
of nature, or in other words that the only laws of nature are
scientific laws stating causal relations. It will need to be
tual theory of the universe more like the theory
d that ‘the central fact about the universe
is its goodness. We shall make fuller suggestions for such a
theary in our concluding chapte, and shall aain ther reex
10 what is regarded in as the most adequate theory
oFethics, niraely, that the moral fa Is a law of nature.

n one point most upholdm of the moral asa
law of nature have been agreed. From the Stocs down to
Clarke, they have held that the law of mature has been know
by reaton, and that the Iife according (@ natore i also the
life according to reason. Some have held explicitly that it is
the fact of the moral law of nature being reasonable that
makes it worthy of our obedience. In other words, the moral

" Broad : Five Types of Ethical Theory, p. 219
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law is not a scientific law like the law of gravitation, but a
logical law like the law of contradiction. 1t is this view in
varying forms that we shall deal with in the remaining part
of this chapter.

§4. The Moral Law ar o Law of Reason
‘The view that the moral standard is a law of reason is often
a reaction from the view that morality depends on the felings
of the maker of the moral judgement. 1F morality depends
not on feeling but on reason, then its standards arc objective
and unchanging. We have scen too that the view that the
‘moral law is a law of nature has often been held along with
the view that nature is fndamentally rational. One form
o histheary s tht good acuons ae i some serse consistrt
tons. view was expressed in an extreme form
Wollulon, a follower of Clarke.* Wollaston held that a bad
action is a practical denial of the true state of affairs and that
a good action is a pnuunl sffzmation o it *Ifa man stals
a horse and rides away joes not *consider
him as being what he is’ (um -s. another man’s horse), and
1o deny things as thy are s the transgresion of the great
w of our nature, the Jaw of reason.’* All wrong-doing
i affirming a falschood. As Leslic Stephen put it:
“Why a man shoud abstain from breaking his wil’s head
was that it was a way of denying that she was his wife.’s
ckenzie pointed out that it is truc that a baddict is in-
consistent; but it is inconsistent not with objective fact, as
Wollaston' said, but with an ideal.® s-al. s bad not
because it asserts that another man's my own,
but because it i inconsistent with an deal velation betwern

ection we shall sec snother form of wronguess
being regarded as inconsistency. Kant argucd that when a
manocs & bad action he s acting inconssiently in the sense
that be himself is acting on a principle which he is not
+ Wollaston: The Religion of Nature, Scctions 1-V1.

3 Wollson,quoted by Sl Hioy of Enish Pl p. 15
* Stephen nmsqhummamm,, Vol. 1, p. 130,

m.wm. B, 11, Ch. 3, Pt T, §11.
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prepared o let others adopt as their principle, and it is in this
inconsistency that the badness of the action lics.
Professor H. J. Paton, in his book on The Good Will, has
laid emphasis on coherence in willing. In the lower forms
of goodness, the actions of an individual form a coherent
whole among themselves; in higher forms of goodness they
Torma coherént system with the actions of the other members
of one’s own socicty, and in the highest forms of goodness
they form a coberent system with all other acts of willng in
the univere. There are wo aspects of Profesior Patons
) ness s a characteristic of acts of
Willing and onfy belongs (0 ether things n sa fr 3 they sec
objects of such acts, and that the goodness of such acts of
willing depends in some measure on their
themselves. Professor Faton has not made i clear whether
there is a goodness in willing as such apart from its coherence.
The distinctively moral good at any ratc s to be found in the
will which is not only coherent in itself but is also coherent
with similarly coherent wills in the socicty of which the agent
- Tt is doubiful, however, whether coherence,
taken by itself apart from me volitio wh-eh cohcre. isof
much moral value; for an act of
meccssary that the action which s eled should e good
as well as that it should cohme with other acts of willing, The
coherence in the roup of anarchists apparently
increase, the evil of «nm poln:y h is only when a policy
is made Jp of volitions which are cither good in themsclves
or Bood in some smaller combinarions that eoherence adds (o
the goodness of the policy. The goodness of a volition does
not depend altogether on its colicrence with other acts of
willing; it depends largely own particular content.
Coherence of action or volition
with logical consistency, although idealists are in danger of
‘making thfs confusion in ethics. Two actions are normally
£aid to be cohercnt when the performance of the one facilitates
or at least docs not hinder the performance of the other, and
the degree of coherence is the degree to which the two actions
mutually facilate one another. We may say alo that two
acions are coherent whe, they do not imply that the agent
is making contradictory judgements Y 'of B o acing on
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contradictory principles of action, and in |h|s meaning
coherence has ency. One
condition of an action being Fight or ‘morally F good i that it
should cohere with the agent'e other actions and the actions
of other good people in both these senses of coherence, but
there are other necessary conditions to be fulfilled before we
can call an action good.

‘The reason for this condition is the old one given for obeying
the law of nature, namely that the universe is fundamentally
rational, so that in order to *live according to nature’ we 100
should act in a rational way.

§5. The Theory of Kant®

Kant's first principle is that *there is nothing in the world
or even out o it that can b called good without qualification
. except a good will’. Kant .nmmm this principle in two
wayes (3 He poinis out that the *gii of Tortane', talents
and wotldly wisdom are good only on condition that they are
used by a good will. They are not good if they exist quite
o o sl o mulllgencc is used by a bad will,
the cvil of the whole situation is incrcased and ot lessencd.
155 Tactthat we ordinarily speak of wealth and michigenee
thingy, but, according to Kant,
unless they are being uscd by a good will.

that when we call them good we are using the word *good
in some other meaning than the e(hlul Eone) @ course,
iealth and intelligence, a3 wsed by a good will, e good:
Frafotor C. D Broud hold thae what Kanes examples prove
is tha things which are intrinsically .ood (that is, good cven

e thar happn\eu
the consequence of virtue so that *virtue-
mn insinscally good whole. Kant's
language certainly suggests that the goodness here docs not
depend on the praence of a §o0d will, but on the fact that
the happiness is deserved ; yet good will is present in the form

Topes of Ethicel Thcary (R J. W scan:

* Kant
(Asbores e o
v &'D. Brosd: Fios Tyus of Ethical Theo, p. 117.
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of virtue. (i) Kant's other illustration goes further in main-
taining that a good will is itself an intrinsically good whole,
for it is good even when it exists quite alone.  Kant wrote:
“If with its greatest efforts (the good will) should yet achieve
nothing, and there should remain only the good will (ot
to'be sufc a mero wish but thesummoning o al means in our
power), 3 jeel it would sl hine by ts o lgh,
as a thing B ehich s hate valu i saeit. s not in
intrinsic goodnes that Kant was tercsted, for with ki the
good will might be itsclf part of the whole or the complete
whole. He spoke rather of the good will as being always and
he meant

good, a
g00d with whatever accompaniments it s found.

The problem for Kant was: ‘Whatisit that makesgood wm
good?” We may take it that Kant certainly meant by
ROt a mere passing wish but a definite purpose to um,

“the summoning of all means in our power’, as Kant himself
PUC it. One of the commonest explanations of good will is
that an aet of willing is good when it leads to a good result.

ant, h i
circumstances, and that if he were to make the rule for right
willing depend on results it would become hypothetical or,
at best, assertorial. ~ For Kant, however, the categorical nature
of the 'moral law was almost a matter of religious faith; to

away would lessen the absolute authority of the moral
law. hould then only be able to say that, only if such
and such Jesults are o follow, we should obey the moral law.
And if in our explanations of good will there can be no
reference to the results of willing, equally there can be no
reference to the circumstances in which an act of willing takes
place; these too would vary from action to action and so
introduce 3 varying and contingent clement nto the moral
law. Tt follows frorm this that the moral law can never g
commands about the concrete. nature of our actons; for
example, to command men 10 give alms in cerlain ciraumstances
would Bring in jus these contngent clements which Kant

Knm Mld that the characteristic which makes \wll.m( right
is tl\n it must be done on a rational princi is in this
: Fundamental Principles of Melaphysics of Mmu, Sect. 1
(Abbos translation, p. 10).
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respect that Kant was an upholder of the view that the moral
£ is a law of Man is fundamentally rational
and is dealing with a universe that is constructed on rational
i We may express Kant's view looscly by making
nt which most uncritical people would accept,
'An action cannot be right unless you can give a reason for it.”
An action that is done on an impulse, like the impulsc of pity,
may be right, but the only way of proving it to be right is to
show that it is a reasonable action. Kant used language
which suggests that an action is right only when it is done
from the motive of doing what is reasonable (which, in Kant's
view, is obeying the categorical imperative), but this is
probably an exaggeration of his fundamental ion,
t is certainly not in agreement with our ordinary notions of
rightness. We often, for example, judge actions that have
been done from an i i i
reason would also point to these actions as the right ones.
At the most, Kant might have reasonably maintained that
the action should still be done from a sensc of duty even iff
the particular impulse causing it were absent. .
Kant also held that the principle on which the good will
wills its actions must not contain any reference to circums
stances or results, as otherwisc it would bring in just that
contingent elemént which Kant was at such pains to avoid.
The right action determined by such a principle would be
the same for every individual, no matter what the tastes or
i tions or circumstances of the particular indi
If we let these things come in, our rule will no longer be purely
rational and absolutely categorical. This suggested to Kant
the first form that he gives to the catcgorical imperative,
*Act only on that maxim which thou canst at the same time
will to become universal law.”  The test of the rightness of an
action is whether we arc prepared that cverybody else should
adopt the rule, on which we did the action, as his own rule
of action. Professor C. D. Broad has poin! Kant’s
t form is not really a moral law in itself; it is a principle by
which moral Jaws can be tested.! The argument appears to
bhe that a rational being will always t what is logically
inconsistent, and Kant held that it is logically inconsistent
* Broad: Five Types of Ethical Theory, p. 120,
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{0 adopt @ moral principle for ourelvesand to refuse (0 adopt
that same for _other people. The ambigui
l(zmspnncnplehumlhe Phrasc thow canst will s and it has
diftrent meanings in the two examples which Kant himself
gave. (i) ‘Thou canst will’ may mean ‘Thou canst
without logu:al inconsistency’. Kant gave the example of
using o repay borrowed money: what s true in this cse
is that lhc instituion of moncy en uld not go on if
everyl o pay his debis. is, however, an
Caual degree of inconsiiency in such an action a5 giving
charity o the poor; if everybody were to do so, poverly and
the comscquent ned of charity (at least in s present form)
would disappear. _Yet in common opinion the rcfusal to
pay onc's debis is regarded as bad, and the giving of charity

is regarded as may however
mean *The n the conscquences
of thy willing into consideration’, and this is what Kant

flustrated in s otlm example.  If cverybody were to ntglccl
the happiness of others, the consequences would be
that 1 one would be prepared 1o have the neglecting of ofohe
happiness of others made a universal rule. OF course, Kant
had on his own premises no busincss to make any reference
to consequences, for he held that the moral law is v
out any regard to the consequences of disobe
Ty agrce with Kant that  rele which we Are not prepared
t0 let otbre people adopt for themselves can hardly be a valid
wmoral rur?, but the wrongness of such a rule lies rather in the
sclf-centred attitude wh ourselves on a different plane
from other people than in any logical inconsistency in apply-
ing the rule.

Kancs theory s been articiacd i the fllowing vays:

(a) It has been said that Kant's standard is Tormal,
but there is nothing wrong in Kant providing A formal
standard. Indecd, that is just what he himself desired 10 do.
Justas the logician providé, fo example, th sllgisic form

0 W every valid argument of that type must conform, 0
n his first principle, hoped to provide a rule 10 which
ry moral law must conform, and if he had accomplished
this, 1o onc can deny that he would have rendered a most
valuable scrvice 1o cthical theory. The question may be
M
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asked whether Kant attempted to deduce particular rules
from his abstract principle, and about that his commentators
are not agreed. Rashdall, for example, held that he did
auempt this! but Seth denied it2 1 he did 50, then he
cerainly attempted t0 do something that cannot be done;
to do so would be just like attempting to deduce particular
concrete arguments in geometry from the abstract form of
the syllogism without any other data. - What we can matntain
is that Kant's principle does take concrete circumstances into
accouns and hat there are concrete cases where the applica,
fon of Kants princple would Iead 10 conclusi
o cxabihes morsl opinions. In Kant's first mmple of
refusing to repay borrowed the contradiction is not
purcly logical o Tormal, but deponds on the fac that in exist
cconomic and social conditions people would not lend
mun:y if there were no hope of repayment.  (The Sermon on
the Mount envisaged different condmom) In Kants
ness bcm( a concrete consequence of consideration shown to
other people. As to the application of his principle, there
certainly arc case in which it docs apply, for certain rules
h forbid certain actions the prin ves guidance in
o i e oo Spinions; the thic, tempted
to stal for cxample s hardly likely to wish that everybody
should be a thief I I. Even in some proh
however, Kant's principle would not apply. The, cfusal t
repay borrowed money 1 something that the ordinary debtor
may very reasonably wish to be universalized, for by this he
would eape from the whole economic sysicm in Which he
Yt found himsel entangled in dificulics, and the social
reformer may agree vih  the abolition of the whole
tuon of money-lend Vould be a very good thing
I the cas of positive rales enjoining action, Kant's
principle may lead 1o the rejection Of condct. hat we
commonly regard as good ; we cannot supposc, for example,
nm gnvmg 10 the poor ¢an be universalized, and 5o we can
t, for by universalizing it no poor would be left.
e ok i e ek el e teaching
! Rashdall: Theory of Good and Evil, Vol. I, p. 108.
* Mind, Vol. XVI, p. 596.
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of philosophy is wrong, for no «mnnl;k teacher o(plnlosophy
could wish that every other person should a pro-
fessional teacher of Dhilosophy, Tke. himself. by [ollower of
Kant
gencral form.  For example, if & man wills 10 sk the truthy
he should be ready that all other people shoul
Irlllh Here 100, however, it is surely better that mm
ers o a society should give themselves (0 other oceuy upa-
o than. trudhvsceking, for example, creative art.
conclusion must be that the only positive rule which can be
strictly and validly universalized is the rule to o onc’s duty
or 10 obey the moral law, ¢ is wrong with Kant's
principle is not that it is in itself formal, but that it cannot be
validly applicd.
“The objection of formalism may be put in another way
Kant assumed that a good will can exercise itsell ithout
taking into account circumstances or conscquences at all.
We may agrec with Kant and the deontologists that there are
cascs where the act of willing may be good in itself apart
from the consequences it cauis, slthough we have suggeted
that this special deontological form of goodness consists in
Ringnes o cramslancs. - We may also agree with Kant and
e uphalders of the law of rcason that ane condiion of 3
lition being good is that it is consistent with the other acts

dition as we may cal
good it must fulfil other conditions as well, and these Kant
ignores. What these ovhvr conditions are is the subject of

whique moral fittingness and conformity 1o the law of nature
may bo smong these conditions. Kant hes made an unseal
absiract r a good will, namely
the possibility of s rule of action being nivenalised. without
commdlcuon, and even this formal condi
universally hold at least in the way in which Kant P
pressed it.

{¢), Maay have comsidered Kan's principle to b 00 rgi,
100 i arsh in its appli is possible,
howewr, ‘o fnterpret Kanvs princie in two wavl ) ‘Act
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et
that maxim which thou canst will to become a uni-
engaged in the same bype of action.” In the

common excuse
Anyonc would have
il g a in my circumstances’, is the liar's
ever pocfence of his conduct, with the implication that nobody
can qels been or will be in the same circumstances. No one
feis accuse Kan's principle so interpreted of being too strict;

30 lax as 1o be useless. In the case of (ii), and there can
a5 10 denying that this is Kant's meaning, the principle docs
Gebear 1o be t0o inflexible, for it leaves no room for those
(hootful or exceptional cases in which it is right to break
{he common moral rule. Antigone, in the heroic act of bury-
g her brother, disobeyed the lawful government of the
State, an act which nobody would wish 0 sce universalized.

man who tclls a lic in order to save the lives of others
may not will that lying should become the universal custom,
and yet he may he convinced that, in i
Siances, 10 tell a lie was the best possi
Ve need (0 take into account other cansiderations than merc
conformity to Kan's principles to decide whether,an action
is right or wrong. -

Kant's principle ecrtainly appears to be t0o strict in another
way; namely, in its appearing to confinc morally good actions
to those which are done out of respect to the moral faw. There
are passages in Kant's own writings which ¢ that an
action done beeause of the agent's inclination to do it can
never be morally good, but it appears to be a truer interpreta-

on of Kant's view (0 hold that the presence or absence of
inclination is morally indiffcrent. The utmost that Kant
could have held necessary is that for an action to be good the
agent would still do it from a sense of duty, even if the in-
clination 10 do it were not present in his mind. It is good
 alms 10 those in need from motives of pity and love,
provided that we would still do it from a sense of duty on
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gccasions.when these motives were absent from our winds.
Kant t consider that these motives may have ¢
slves an independent moral value 2 many moraliss would
now
In this mater, Kant appears to have confuscd the goodncss
the merit of performi We commonly
RO e e e R , or that we deserve
it, when we do it in spite of 3
n. There is more merit, for cxample, in
the help given to an enemy, when our natural inclination is to
increase rather than 16 releve s difficulty, than in the help
given to a fricnd when our natural inclinations all encourage
aur helping him. - When we judge, however, the goodncss of
the characicr of the ageni, a diflerence appesrs.
people thi i s better for a man to have the kind o
Chatacter which gladly expremses el in generaus acts of
forgiveness than the kind of character i Son only do such
as a matter of very unpleasant duty. And most
moralists would hold that in_many cases the act which is
done out of the fullncss of a willing mind is itself a better act,
more fitting to the situation and with better consequences,
than the act done from a stern sense of duty. We can say
that the good man ought 1o fecl inclined to do such an act,
and if the inclination is not there the value of the whole act
ainly the case that in doing some right
acts a fegling of disinclination wgln to be present in the
agent's mahd. When a judge unces a scvere sentence
iCis perhaps morally Atting that he should do his Hght act
with a fecling nclinatior does not look
ncl he judgement
ways includes 2 a parl of s object
in which the action is don, an
ce;;a}mly ‘ncludes the sgents inclination or diinclination.

ofessor Broad thinks that Kant is wrong in holding

that a right action must always be right, no matter what the

inclinations of the agent are." 10 i troé that i some cases

judge’s pronouncing sentence or in the members of

2" public boasd reaking an appointment, the less that one's

own inclinations determine the action the better, and, in these
¥ Broad: Fioe Types of Ethical Theory, p. 1241,
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s a change inonc's personal inclinations would make no
difference t nes of the scion. In chossing 2 wife
Sowever, inclim 2 very important factor, and the man
who_does so unda m guidance of pure without
consideing bis ovn inlinations at sl whl probably ‘make the
wrong ehm« Suml acly in an occupation a young
ma vays right 1o ake his own inclinaions into
Comdeiagon, o he s likely to do good wor}
noblest of callings if he himself has no liking for n
), Qur hief criicam, of Kant's theary i the criicsm
that we have made of the theory of the law of reason generally.
A good action is not merely consistent with other good actions
cither in Kant's sense of its principle being capable of
universalization or in any other sense. Its own particular
content must also be good. We have not yet
in what this goodness consists, whether in a unique
tingnes o circumstances of in conformity (0 3 law of
nature or in productivity of good results. The mere formal
consistency which Kant advocated Tl over by itsell make
an action good. We have seen 100 good reasons for holding
that the particular kind of eonsistency which Kant demanded,
namely that the rule of an action should be willed o be the
e of everybody, is not a characteristic of all good actions.
There i & unique clement about 3 good action as well 33 3
universal element; it must suit the particular circumstances
in which it occurs, as well as obtyu\g a universal law.  In this
it resembles the activity of the artist who in each’work must
not only obey the rules of his art but must also be moved by
an original creative impulse.
Kant stated two other forms of the categorical imperative,
ional conditions that a valid moral law must ulfl.
(3) *Treat every rational being including yourself always
end, and never as a mere means.” Some people have
icized this form by pointing out that we are constantly
using other people a3 means; We usc a porter as a means
carrying our luggage, a teacher as a means of educating
ourselves and a banker as @ means of keeping our money safe.
i only a moral wrong done when we use other people
asmeansin a bad way, as when 2 woman is used as a prostitute
or children are used as cheap means of production. Kant,
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tated that we should not use the servic
o othert i they should not e our services What he
sightly cmphasized vas that we should never us pecpl 2
mere means, but always should remember that they are ends,
things of value in themselves apart o ahe s that ey
render us. Kant made this point more cxplicit when he
referred 1o the aim of the moral life as a kingdom of ends.t
In this, however, Kant has abandoned the pure deontology
which does not take into account the consequences of an

to have considered that it includes both virtuc and happiness.
A more valid criticism of Kant's second form of the categorical
imperative is that he himself regarded a man not as an end
in himself, but as a mere means for the rnlnnuon of the
abstract Iaw
(b) ‘A pri }ne of moral conduct is moﬂlly binding o
me if and only if 1 an regard it as a law which I impose or
myself.” This form of the categorical imperative prevents w
from supposing that the moral law is something imposed upon
us from outside in complete opposition to any inclination of
our own minds, a view to which some of Kant's statements
might lead us.  The moral law is surely a law that our own
reason makes us inclined to obey, because we find it reasonable
t0doso’N Yet there does scem 10 be a sense in which the moral
law is not self-imposed, for an obligation which is only :elf-
imposed is an obligation from which we can give ourselves
dispensation, and most people, and certainly Kant humlr
would hold that the i ual has no right to give himself a
dispensation from g the moral law. Professor Broad
has pointed out two cases where we may accept obedicnce
to a moral law as an obligation without finding it reasonable.*
(i) Its truth self-evident to us intuitively, but Kant
could have upmad that it is reasonable to obey such intuitions.
i) Again it may be right (o obey a ‘moral law not becaura
‘we oursclves find it reasonable, but because some moral
Kant: Metaphysic of Morals, Sect. 11 beou P. 46-59).
*Broad: Fice Types of Ethical Theory, p.
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leader, whose judgement we trust, corimands us to do so.
Kant however could ave again replied that it i only because
we find it reasonable to obey without question leaders of
great moral insight that we find it morally binding to do what
they dircet. The third form of the categori
simply emphasizes the truth that the moral law is a reasonable
T, o v accprable 10 our human resson,

le Kant mainaincd that the good will s the only thing

intained that in a perfect universe a good
will would be accompanicd p;;fm appropriate_degrec of
happincss.! Common sense would agree with Kant that
a universe where goodness of willing is accompanicd by an
appropratc degrec of happiness is better than 2 universe
Incss of willing has no such accompaniment. ~ Yet
i dx{ﬁcult to sce how Kant could consistently maintain
that the good will is the only -hmg that is unconditionally
good and that yet good will along with happincss is beuter
than good will alone, unless he was using the word *good” with
two different meanings. It is in this connexion that Kant
considered it necessary 1o postulate or assume the existence
of God? I vitue ough o be rewarded by happiness we
must, according to Kant, be able to say that it can be re-
Warded by happins, and when we say that a thing can be,
we mean that the necessary conditions for its ex
already present in the universe. Kant thought "
existence of an overruling God is a necessary condition of
the universe being <0 olglmud a5 to secure that virtue is
byh d that God must
exist. This is not the only plxu in his theory at which Kant
introduced the notion of happiness as a good. - He maintained
elsewhere that we ought to aim at our own perfection (that
is the nlmnmm ofa porecly good w-ll) and at the happiness
of other o the practical
1 Kant: cm..uq/p, lllunu, m x BI: n Ch. 2 (Abbou's
translation, p.
K p eu l 1, Bk. II, Ch. 2, §v (Abbott, p. 221).
Preface to m Metaphysical Elements of Ethics, IV=VI
(Ahboll, Pp. 296-302
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expedicncy of this rul,fo the conditons of it ae such that
¢ we are likely to be able to do something to make other
people a fule more l.-ppy. he only person n whom we are
Tkely toeffect muc ntis our own self. But
S ioutie sandord o oy urcly & steange one for
tln: philosopher who cmphasized consistency and denied
the relevancy of pleasant consequences to the rightness of
actions. I pestcction o the §ood will s the only good o the
highest good for oursclves, it surcly must also be the highest
good for other people and, however litde we can do for other
people’s perfection, to do that litde is far more important
morally than 10 scck their happiness. And if happiness be
a good for other people, it surely must also be a good for
ourselves. This whole question of why common opinion
Holds it morall. eter o seck other pcopl’s happines than
0 seck our own is one that will need to be considered later.
human immortality is another neces-
If we ought to attain to a per-
must be possible to mmortality
y, for our human
will requirc an
infinite time for the will to become rational and so perfectly
however, was making 100 fine a d
e distinguished here between an impossibility and a
which would take an infinitc time to be realized.
d,{ary man at any rate sees no difference between the
' g0od will is not a will in a state of abstract per-
fection but the will that wills the best possible in existing
conditions, and that we can do herc and now. This however
brings in again that rcference to conditions which Kant wished
to avoid. Indecd perhaps the most fundamental objcction
% theory s just that he conceved of 3 g
willing acuum, whereas actually the good wil wills in
the ight of conditions and eonsequente.

6. Conclusion

While we have admitted that the moral law may well be
commanded by God and derive its obligatoriness from bein
50 divinely ordered, yt we have held that it would be still
valid, even if it were not God's command. We have also
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seon reason 10 accept the view that the moral law is in onc
sense a law of nature, as be ngob,ccuu, universal and depend-
ing on the natural constitution af the universe for its validity,
but it is certainly not a statement of causal relations like
scientific laws. If the moral law is a law of nature, nature
must be a system of relations of moral fttingness as well as of
causal relations. It is on the ground of the fundamental
rationality ofnalulc that we can go on to rega:
law as a law of reason. In some sensc, gorality implics a
logical eonmlency in our actions, although we have realized
that purely formal consistency is not cnough to sccure n.e
of our actions. The moral principles on whi
e, and the judgemens implied in our particular litions
must not only be consistent among themsel s | but the con-
crete actions willed must be themselves g their own
Itis in his fails lize this and
Iy see that a good volition must be defined in terms of its
content as well as its form that Kant's theory fails. The w]
view of the standard as law, or of goodness consisting in obey-
ing universally applicable rules has serious limitations. It
Leaves out the doing of unique acts in particular circumstances,
and it suggests 2 uniformity in good actions, which is not
hat we find in the richly aried ‘pattern of the mml llfe n
its best. The moral law may keep, us from line
which are universally bad; it cannot guide us o the- full
variety of human goodness,

’



Chapter IX
THE STANDARD AS PLEASURE

§1. The Nature of Pleasure

Any mental process may have the quality either of pleasant-
nss or of unpleasaniness, but it has always other qualities as

well. that we get from ly

pkxsam, but the sensation has other qualities as well as
pleasantness, such as sweetness; in rm. its pleasantness
depends largely on its sweetness. tness and une
pleasantness appear never to occur in |he ‘mind alone; they
are always parts of more complex concrete mental states.
From this an important conscquence follows for ethical theory ;
we can never know by dircct introspection that pleasantness
by itself is good or valuable. What we can know from intro-
spection is that all states or some states containing pleasant-
ness as an clement seem to us directly to be valuable. We
might even know that their apparent goodness is m direct
Pproportion 1o their pleasantness, but this does not appear to
be actDAlly the case. Professor Broad points out that malice
is a state of mind which i s pwmvely worse according as
it is more pleasant to its owner;* a man's finding it
pleasant to seck the harm oi others lhm ‘malice hts lis-
tinctive cvil. We call those mental experiences which have
the clement of pleasantness in such a marked degree e it
arouses our special attention by the name of *pleasu

ind it is possible for a man to make such experiences the aim
actions. Pleasantness seems 10 occur in the mind under
various conditions  (a) as a normal quality of certain scnsa-
tions and perceptions such as the sensation of sweetness nd
the perception of beautiful objects; (b) as an accompanimen
of any activity cither bodily or mental, provided that he

Broad: Five Types of Ethical Theory, p. 234
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sctivity s not imposed on s agent from outside, or frustrated
by the inabil impeded by fatigue
other impeding Tacr ; (even the Fcing of diffical
mountainecring may be pleasant, provided that there is some
conselousnes of the | posibilty of the difficlics being over-
come) ; (€) as a of the succcssful
(d) as an accompzmmcnl ¢ of the attaipment
his, of course, al case of the successful
of an acivity, but which is such an -mpomm
of plcasantness that it is worth mentioning speci
e have already scen in our discussion of peychological

)udanlsm that our desire for a certain exptnencc ‘may come
by association to be a desire for the pleasantness which
accompanics that cxperience. Man's natural desire for food

‘may develop into a desire for the pleasantness which accom-
panies cating.
§2. Ethical Hedonism
Ethical hedonism holds that pleasantness s the only
quality because of which an experience is good or valuable,
A good action is an action which leads t0 a ‘easant cxpericnce
asits consequence, and the right action at any moment is the
one which will lead to more pleasant cxperiences or, as we
commonly say, 1o greater pleasurc than any other action
shich is possible for the agent at that particular moment.
Exhical hedonism does not merely say that onc of thy. aciors
which makes an acion good is the pleazamtness of <he
periences which it brings about, for this is a view which nuny

Troraliss, who arc not ethical hedonists, would adopt; et
hedonism _holds strictly that no conscquence of an etion

cept pleasantness and unpleasantness, which we may call
s hedonic conscquences, have the sightcst relevance what-
ever to the goodness of the

Ethical hedonism is . theory of cthics telling how men
ought 10 act and what men ought to desire. In this way it
differs from psychological hedonism, which is a_theory of

ychology holding that men always do those actions which

ve pleasant consequences and do have such namm that
they can desire nothing but pleasantness. Ifa 1
hedonist were to go a step further than p«ychologvcﬂl lxcdonuu




The Standard as Pleasure 179

waualy do. and maintain that men shays do dhose acions
e greatest possible amount of pleasantness to

e e Shese soors bt e theory of ethics at all
for men would always act in a certain way and would be
umable toactin any ther, s a materof st pychological
hedonists do not gencrally take this step. They h
man always desires picastwe. but nat necesarily the & grcncst
possible pleasure: so that while the object of every action is
The auainment of 3 pleasant_experience, the plcmmnuv
sought may not be cither the most intense or the most
pleasantness possible for the agent. his way they Jeave
room for a theory of cthics that, while men do always seck
pleasant experiences they ought (o sock for themelves those
forms of pleasant expericnce wchich are mst ntense and

g, Thi theory is caled egaistic ethical hedonism, and,
if paychological hedomism were truc, it would be the only
possible theory of ethics. Many cthical hedonists havc bocn
at the same time psychological hedonists, and if u
Succceded in demaperating the trath of ther paychological
theory, they would ceraily have refued all ather eical
theories than ic hedonism.

Few hedonists, however, have accepted egoistic hedonism as
their solc theory. There are two kinds of et
{3 eoitc hdonism, ehich boldsthat each man ought o seek
o ‘maximum pleasurc (*his own maximus ure’

¢ fahort way of dcunbm% those cxperiences which will
bring (Shima
ness than any other experienees possible for him); : . (b)
wniversalistic hedonism, more commonly known as uilitarianism,
which holds that cach man ought to seck the
plasure of all human beings or even of al beings capable of

T catimting the amount ot pleasantness caused by an
action, two factors need to be taken into account, the intensity
or degree of plcasantness caused, and the duration or length of
Gme that the pleasant cxperience lasts. It is difficult to
estimate the comparative importance to be given 1o these
two factors. Is an intense pleasantness of a short duration
Jike that enjoyed in cating a sweetmeat to be reckoncd greater

an a less intense pleasantness of longer duration like that of
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tying in bed? 1s 2 hilling pent on 2 rwvel that will give us
ldly pleasant readin
pla.l\n“e oo e Silling spent on a e seat where our
pleasantness will be more intense while it lasts but over in a
couple of ouws? Bentham! suggested other factors which
should be taken injo account in comparing o plcasant
with regard to their pleasantness, namely (a)
crtainty o the degree of probability of the pleasantness re-
sulting from the action, (b) pnp.m;mx, or the nearness in time
the plasant resul, (c)Jamdily o the power of the pleasant
experience to produce further pleasant experiencesin its train,
(d) purity or freedom from intermixture with unpleasant
experiences, and (c) extent or the number of persons affccted
it. In our practical consideration of the results of an
: the probabilty of a particlar result occurring is 3
nt Izmr, Hamlet, for example, argued  that
it was omwise to take vengeance on his uncle while engaged
in prayer because of the ‘certainty’ of his thus escaping
the punishment he deserved.®  Propinqui
only in 50 far as it aficts probabil
cdiate pleasure 10 a more distant pleasure because of
he greater probability of our actually attaining it; there
is less time for the proverbial ‘slip 'twixt the cup and
the lip”. Fecundity and purity are really secondary factors
deteining the ntensity and the duration of the pleasant
consequences. A pleasure that produces other plasures
has eithr e mm!y or its duration or more probably both
increased. ~ Purity means incredsed intensity for there is less
unpleasant experience 1o reduce the surplus of pleasantness
over unpleasantness.
A morlist may adopt ethical hedonism for any one of
three reasons. (a) He may hold that the terms ‘good”
pleasant’ have cxacily the same connotation or mea
dhat the one may be uvcd fo the other indifferently, OF morc
probably he will hold that *good? has the same meaning as
productive of pleasant consequences”. _(He will be referring
of course only 1o the strictly cthical use of the term ‘govd ).
If this view were correct, cult to understand. how
+ Bentham: Pri plm/Mml: and Lqulanu, Ch. 4, §iv.
* Hamlet, Act Se. iii, 73-95.
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people come 10 argue as to whether hedonism is a true theory
or not, and their discussions are not mercly discussions as to
the meaning of terms. We may, with Professor Broad, call
the holder of this theory an analstic h ) A moralist
may hold that, while the terms *good
Pleasant consequences® are not identical in meaning, the
experience of the human race has shown that good actions do,
as a matter of fact, produce pleasant consequences. Such a
hedonit has il t6 face the fundamental question of what it
is that makes a good action good, or he may take, as such
edonsi fen do, septcal aitide to the posibily o M‘lhn
question being answered. In Professor Broad's ter

this moralist is an mpmml symthetic hedonist? (c) A ot
may hold that while ‘good’ and ‘productive of pleasant
Consequences’ are not identical in meaning, yet they stand in

a .
merely as a ‘atter of fact produce pleasant consequences;
from its very nature it must produce pleasant conscquences.
If we reject analytic hedonism as obviously misrepresenting
the nature of cthical argument this becomes the ground of
hedonism most worthy of a critical examination. - Professor
Broad calls it a priori synthetic hedonism.*

§3.Egoistc Eihical Hedonisns

‘This cthical theory holds that what makes an action right
is the fge that it causcs the greatest possible amount of
pleasantness 1o the doer of the action. Other consequences
of the action, such as the fact offis causing pain or unpleasant-
ness to other people are entirely irrclevant to its rightness.
It follows that the sole moral duty of man is to try to get the
greatest amount of pleasantness for himself throughout his
life. The Greck Cyrenaics held that a man ought to seek
the pleasure of cach moment as it passcs without considera-
tion of future consequences, but the Epicurcans considered
that there should be'a prudent consideration of consequences
which would cnable the agent to sccure the greatest possible

amoutt“of pleasure in the whole course of his life. In par-
ticular, the prudent man will avoid those intense but momen-
tary pleasures, like the pleasures of debauchery, which result
VBroad: Five Types of Ethical Theory, p. 90.
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in a great deal of disturbance to the pleasant tenor of calm
o ren: 80 much was this aspect of cgoistic hedondsmy
rmphasised that the Epicureans spoke of the moral end a5
“frcedom from disturbance” rather than as pleasurc. Pleasures
which may seem les intense at the moment of enjoymenty
Jike the pleasures of friendship and philosophical study, will
keep a man in that calm condition of mind which m2
as 2 whole really pleasant, A natural accompanit
this view was the opinion of the Epicurcans that justice 55
not good If but merely a compact, ekpedient for socicty
to make, which prevents men fram doing onc another harm
and so causing one another disturbance and pair- Christian-
ity, with its emphasis on sclf-sacrificc, did not rovide 3
favourable atmosphere for cgoistic hedonism, a1, (he only
consstent egoits, since the coming of Christianity, have bee?
Hnb.,.f“"‘» the traditional moral outlook of theit
Hobbes maintained that man was entirely sclfish, natv
ing only his own advantage so that cgoistic hedonisy
id

'l"-l:phed in his theory, although Hobbes did not cmphasize
egoti ntness which results from the carryins out of,
some “l“‘P“'w-. idgwick and other Uit
ome place 1o cgoistic hedonism in 3 wider u
We have already maintai i ical hedonism
eady maintained that if psychological he
o e, egoistic hedonism would u?ﬁ! onll;?g possible theory.
o sthic, and 50 the strongest argument whi goistl
of paych ‘|°"1,d produce would be a demonstration oathe tru!
of pychological hedonism. In our study of the psyeho!
mzlm“g’ however, we saw good reason for holdivs
Paychological hedonism is an untrue theory Inaceeptable
o oyl ;:wms, aud 5o the main support of g0
s been removed. The most powerful B

agaiunt cibical hedonism is the fact that its tcach s;s::f,
i
)

dire "
Vel opposcd o our own intuition and the Tong-cstablie]
T ralty maintained by the “common 'sch
secking the ples Ppeople may sce directly the rightne®
foning the plssure of other people. No one in his 5%
Thesines that it is his moral duy to seck his own P
he question wherher I should cat & certain Qish which
Pleasing (o me than another is not really a moral questi©
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at all, unless my choice has other consequences than merely
increased pleasure to mysclf. If this common-sense view
needs confirmation, it is surcly supplied by the experience of
deliberate pleasure-seekers in all ages that the *picasures of
life’ do not give the satisfaction which they promisc, and
leave those who pursue them with the discovery that ‘all
is vanity and vexation of spirit”. The mere getting of pleasure
for oneself is not satisfying to the natural aspirations of the
human mind as a whole. As a matter of history, many
hedonists, who have advocated egoistic hedonism, have been
At pains to try to show that the conduct which leads to the
agent’s own greatest pleasure is also the conduct which leads
to the greatcst pleasure of the whole human race. We shall
see later that there is no proof that this is the case, but the
very fact that hedonists do attempt (0 use such an argument
suggests that they are not prepared to go agai common-
sense judgement of ordinary people that it is better for a man
to seck pleasures for others than for himsell. Even the least
virtuous can remember some one occasion when he did some
action becausc he thought of it as his duty, without thinking
it at all likely that it would bring him any pleasure; and
ane such case shows that egoistic hedonism is not a true
il 4

‘There is onc possible argument in favour of some form of
egoistic hedonism. There is little doubt that a man is con-
cerned with his own experiences, including their pleasantness,
in a way"\ which he is not concerned with the experiences
of others. Accordingly, if we accept the utilitarian end of
increasing the total b I is conceivat
that the best way of doing so is by each individual increasing
his own share of human pleasure, although the experience
the pleasure-secker does not confirm this view. Itis probable
that this argument gets its plausibility from the fact that a
certai f attention to a man' individual interests
such as his health and his education, is useful as a means to
the service of others and to the increase of their pleasures.
It is cven true to say that the man who enjoys doing his work
for others is likely to do better work than the man who does
not. This recognition that a certain amount of enjoyment
or pleasant experience for oneself is uscful as a means for

N
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attaining some wider moral end is, however, very differcy
from the theory that a man’s ow pleasure is the only ‘moral

end which he ought to seck.
$4. Utilitarianism o
Some of the eighteenth-century English moralists, lwdndll‘o‘r;
Butler and phasized the N
benevolence or of secking the good of others and of its pla
in the moral life, and Hutcheson ac! Stal
objective or ‘material end" of good conduct is ‘the greatest
happiness for the greatest numbers’, the phrase that came t0
be the slogan of English utilitarianism.’ The great leaders
of this school at its most flourishing periods the beginning of
the nincteenth century, were Bentham, James Mill, and his
son, John Stuart Mll. " If these moralists had mercly argued
for a purely hedenistic theory of cthics, maintaining that
pleasure is the sole good, their theory might not have met
‘with such general acceptance, but they themselves were social
veformers working for the betterment of humanity in ways
of which moralists of any school are likely t© approve. The
very name ‘utilitarianism’, with its emphasis on utility or
usefulness rather than on pleasure, is a case of the ‘emotive
usc of language’, prejudicing their readers in favour of their
theory; it is more reasonable to be generally uscful to others
than (0 aim specifically at the greatest possible pleasantness
for all mankind. The utilitarian school had also the advan-
tage of a good slogan, ‘the greatest happiness of bic greatest
number’, a slogan which emphasized the wide distribution
of human pleasurc as well as its maximization. A purely
hedoni: ory would not care whether human pleasurc
were distributed among many or confincd 10 a few, provided
that the greatest possible amount of pleasure were achieved.
In cxamining utilitarianism we shall consider critically the
theories of John Stuart Mill and Henry Sidgwick (1838-1900),
although Mill was not a strict hedonist, and Sidgwick was not
a strict universalist. ‘There has been a tendency to use the
name ¢ anism’ for any teleological theory of ethics,
or any theory which holds that actions are not right or wrong
2 1n the modificd form ‘the greatcst happiness of the greatest
nu .t
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:_: ‘hemsclves but that their moral quality depends on their
ofscquences. Rashdall’s ‘Tdeal Utilitrianism’ is an example
i this incorrect usc of the jterm.! It is certain also that
silitarianisrm has been made more plausible by its adherents
h g the term ‘happiness’ rather than the term ‘pleasure’,
‘:l:i“ is much casier (o include under happiness all those ends
wich men have regarded as morally worth attaining than
@ include them under the specific psychological quality of
Pleasantness. Tn this chapter, at any rate, the theory that
2 t© be examined is that which limits the moral end to the
Single aim of increasing man’s plcasantness.

Theory of John Stuart Mill

§5.
oMl account of wtilitarianism may be summarizcd in the
Tollowing five statcments: (a) Pleasure is the only thing that
15 desirable.  (b) The only proof that a thing is desirable
i the fact that people do actually desirc it. (c) Each person's
own pleasurc or happiness (to use Mill's morc usual term) is a |
899d 1o that person, so the general happiness is a good to
;Vtyybody. (d) Men do desirc other objects, but they
esire them as a means to pleasure. (c) If onc of two
Pleasures s preferred by i
With both we are justificd in saying that this preferred pleasure
i superior in quality to the other. In criticizing Mill's
theory, we shall state certain implications of the above
z::POSIQ‘m and consider whether they are valid or

(i) What is good is what men do actually desive. This state-
ment of course commits what Dr. Moore calls the ‘naturalistic
fallacy’, in supposing, as it appears to do, that good can
defined in terms of what men desire. Even if it were a fact,
as unfortunately it is not, that men do always desire what is
good, this is not the fact to which we are drawing attention
When we call something good. Even if we were to hold that
Mill is not defining ‘good" in the sense objected to by Dr.

loore, but merely stating a fact about it, we would still have
to admit that Mill has committed in his argument the ordinary
verbal fallacy of ambiguity of term. ~In common English use
“desirable’ meags what ‘ought to be desired’, and

1 Rashdall: Theory of Goed and Evil, Vo). 1, pp. 184-221.
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common wsage which v plawsibiity 1o die sbove st
ment of Mill's theory. - Mill, however, explicitly uses *des
able’ to mean what people do muzlly desire as in the pro-
position (b) in the above ut the fact that mea do
& being desirable in the
iy refers to the analogy

= the fut .rm le do actually see a th
ible; and it is truc that ‘audi

Eie e b , 50 that the fact that people do acl\nlly
hear a thing is sufficient proof that it is audible. *Desira
however i in the Englih language not simi
or ‘audiblc’, words like *detestable” which implies not
that 2 thing's devated but that it ought to be deested.  This
mistake of Mill led him to break the rule that we cannot
infer directly from what men actually do what they ought to

; any breach of this rulc certainly commits a naturalistic

cy.

(ii) Mcn always desire pleasure. This indicates that Mil
based his cthical hedonism on psychological hedonism; but
we have.alrcady shown that, i paychological hedonism were
truc the only possible theory for a moralist would be egoistic
hedonism and not utlitarianism. 1f a man were so ma
that he could only seck his own pleasure and nothing clsc, it
would be impossible for him to seck the pleasure of other men
which utilitarianism maintains that he ought teirdo. In

any case, we have scen that there arc good grounds for
denying the truth of psychological hedonism; men do not
always desire pleasurc. Mill_admitted somewhat incon-
Sistendy that men do seck other things than plcasure, but he
holds that men scek such things cither as *parts of pleasures
or as ‘means to pleasure’. The expression *parts of pleasure’
is not clear, but Mill presumably meant that we seck those
wider experiences like the enjoyment of music because of the
clement of pleasantness they contain; the pleasantness is one
part of the pleastre while the harmony and the timbre of the
music arc other parts of the pleasurc.  Mill saw that the object
which we seck originally as a means to pleasure may come

3 Mill: Utilitarianism, Ch. 4, p. 56.
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by association to be itself the object of our sceking, just as the
miser who originally secks money for the good things.that it
Can buy comes 10 seok money (o Asclf. Thos whole argument
is a reversing of what modern psychology suggests to be the
actual facts of the case; the desire for particular objects comes
fist, and the d "or the pleasantness derived from them
s ater by 2 kind of association 4 mld ioning’. Man
Paturally desives iod when he cat for the sake
of pleasure rather than o the iy o atistying hunger 3 3
Tadr development.
Pleasures differ from one another in qu
some pleasures are superior in quality to others and in this
he had the support of common opinion. The pleasure of
listening to good music is generally held to be superior in
quality to the ple:sure ¢ o cating; the pleasurcs of benevolence
are held to be r in quality to those of sclf-indulgence,
cven' although. their actual intensity may be less. - Most
moralists explain this by holding that the superior pleasure
contains other clements of value as well as its pleasantness,
but the su is debared from this view for i holds
that no other element than pleasantness can have any value,
so that the only factor which can make onc pleasure superior
toanother i Iflistening.
pleasure 10 cating food, the hedonist can hold it to be 50 only
because it has a greater intensity or duration of pleasantness.
This vig is not confirmed by common experience. Certain
pleasurds, like sexual intercourse or the excitement of a
crowd at a football match, are extremely intense, but they
arc not on that account regarded as among the highest
forms of pleasure.
1t may however be the case that we use the word pleasant-
ness loosely for mental states that are not exactly the same,
and that certain of these states are superior in quality to
others.According to this view the clement of pleasantness
i ic may be different in kind from the clement
. In English we.do use diffecent
words when drawing attention to the pleasantness or hedonic
quality of different mental states. - We tend to use the word
pleasures’ for the more scnsuous forms of cnjoyment, par-
Ilcul-rly those duc o the gratification of the bodily appetites

Mill held that
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or to the presentation (o the senses of beautiful objects like
pictures and music. We tend to use the word ‘happmes

2nd durable Jinds ou..,oymm, ich depend more largely
on conditons within man’s own nature, as when we speak of
the happiness of a man in his home or in his
Tndecd it s just onc of the debated points of leological
ethics whether the virtues are merely means to_produce
pleasure o whether they are constitucnt clements of the state
which we call happiness, for we apparently think of the happy
man as virtuous in a way that the successul pleasurc-sceker
fsnot. There az pleasant experiencesfo which ven *happi-
* scems an inadcquate word; the joy of an artist in_his
Crative work o the. Hesedncss of communion with God
are generally regarded as such experiences, and we have
used the words ‘joy” and hlwnm rather than the words
ure’ or ‘happiness’. There are two possible cxplana-
tions of this terminology and of the apparent differences in
the quality of our pleasurcs. () As we have already suggested
*pleasantness’ may be an ambiguous term, so that the pleasant-
s which we experience in U gratification of our apptits
from the pleasantncss that we experience
in the l’ellow:hlp of our fricnds or from the pleasantness that
the artist experiences in the pursuit of his creative art. In
this case when the hedonist say that only pleasure is good he
really means that only the supe: s of pleasurc are good
No hedonist can accept this position for he holds (nd holds
easoriabl) tha the lower plessures are also good, although
haps in a less degree. The clement of valu in both is
Jt that on aceount-of which we cal them both pleasant.
(&) The more ressonable cxplanaton is that whil plessa
s present in every experience which we call good, it
5 not the only clcment of value in such anexperience. - This
view is the more probable, because as we have already scen,
pleasantness is huays an abstraction.  What e actually
experience s a concree ratal sate of which pleasantncs s
ly one element discovered by analysis. It is not even true to
say that the value of the whole mental state can be measured
by the amount of pleasantness that it contains, for we have
already’seen that makice becomes more cvil in proportion as
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it is more intensely pleasant. It is surely a reasonable
inference that_elements other than pleasantness contribute
to the goodness of the superior *pleasures” Like the enj
ment of art or communion with God. The facts certainly
scem to justify Mill’s distinction between higher and lower
pleasurcs, but it is a distinction that cannot be made by the
strict hedonist, for it docs imply that there are other clements
of value in 2 good wholc besides pleasantness or conducivencss
10 pleasantness

(iv)_Pleasures can be added 1o one ot Mill cerainly
committed the logical fallacy of comy he passed
from cgoistic hedonism to vilariain. "To infer from the
statement that cach person’s happiness is a good to each
particular person, the ovetusion i ahe general happiness
is a good o the whole number of persons is no more a val
argument than to suppose that becausc cach man in a city
s the right to open the doa of his own house it allows diat
all in the city have the right of of oo of any house
they may fancy. Tt is the desvability of Mills conclusion
which gives his argument u plausibility which is lacking in
that of the house-breaker, There are, however, other ways
ofreconciing cgoisic hedoniem and wliariniam. 1t may
be argued that a man's devoting himself to the pursuit of the
gonerdl happines s he bese means of attaining happines for
himself, and far-sighted cgoists convinced by this argument

would sephemselves to seck the happincss of eiirs, - Another
possi reconcilation depends on the iniive
Tion that amother person's happinss s of cqual value fo one's
Without such a recognition there would always be a

egoism 1o or
10 cgoism. It certainly appears sclfcvident that another
man's happiness is at least an cqual good to my own, but the

moralist who accepts this is accepting e anoer principle than
that of egoistc hedonism, namey, that the location of the
pleasure docs not matter. It is just on this point that egoistic
hedonists and utilitarians differ,
We turn now to the wider question whether there is any
way in which the happiness of particular individuals can be
d together to form a gencral happiness, and this raises
the whole question as to whether amounts of pleasantness can
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be measured and whether llxty can be added together as
Ml theery asumed: It may be that we have 1o right 1o
talk of the total amount of pleasantness caused by an action,
and sl less 6 compare it with the total amount of pleasant-
ness caused by another action. In tl exion we must
distinguish between the theoretical question whether we can
aim at a sum of pleasures and the practical question whether
we can ever actually calculate the total sum of the pleasant
consequences of an action. Our inal
certainly take away from the practical usefulness of such-an
ethical theory as utilitarianism, but it will not affect the truth
or falsity of the theory. The total sum of the pleasant con-
sequences of an action must be taken to include not only the
pleasantness immediately resulting from the action but also
The amounts of pleasantness i all Jater tatcs of mind brought
about, however indircely, by the action. It must also be
n 0 include not only the pleasantness enjoyed by the docr
of the action but the amunts of pleasamincss cnjoyed by all
conscious beings in consequence of the action, In Calculating
this sum of pleasant consequences, it must be assumed that
the unpleasant consequences are also taken into. account
and, in some way, subtracted from the total amount in order
to arrive at what has been called *the total sum of the pleasant
consequences of the action”. There is no doubt that we ofien
do compare two simple cxpericnces with regard to the degree
of their pleasantness. We say *An apple is more pleasant to
eat than a quince”, or * enjoyed this novel more Saan that”.
is docs not mean however that a quanmaln'c ‘measurement

weighis o lengths in standard units. The caso
that of an art critic judging one object to be more beautiful
than another, o of an cxamines cxamining students cuays
In these cases it is fairly easy for the critic or the exa

10 say that one object or one essay is better than another and
50 t0 put them in a serial order; but it is extremely difficult
for the critic to say how much the one object is more beautiful
than the other, or for the examiner to assign marks. It is
a common cxpericnce that two examiners will place the
essays of candidates in the same order of merit but_ will
give very diffcrent marks to the same essay. Yet. if we
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were dealing only with the immediate_pleasantness of ex-
pericnces (0 ourselves we could certainly in many cases
say with great confidence that onc is more pleasant than
another.

The difficulty arises in more complex caes, and and parueuhrly
when we consider more distant conseques 0 begin
with, it is di , as we have alrcady sec o oomp‘\m a
pleasurc of weak jntensity and long furation 1.1«  that of of

reading a novel with a plcasure ofs!wn; intensi
duration like that of cating an but there is lnllle dm'bl
that we do somesimes make such comparisons in our oldmary
life, generally by confining our attention to the
conscquences of the |Iy. Iwwever,
the hedonist has to consider not only the pleasantness of the
immediate conscquences, but he has to consider the pleasant-
ness of all the resultant experiences, and he has to take un-
pleasant as well as pleasant consequences into account. One
difficulty in his calculation is that when two pleasant ex-
pericnces come together in our minds the résulting pleasant-
nes someum does not scem to be as gveat as the sum of the
ntnesses occurring separately. We consider that
mc chnld who gets a large number of toys and sweets on
orning does not get a pleasure equal to the sum
of lhc plumrg that each of the gifis and sweets would have
“The to be a limit to the
qncss that he can enjoy in a limited time, and cach
cause of pleasure scems to give a diminishing
plnsanlncs to the mind very much in the fashion of the law
of diminishing returns in cconor wise parent
this and, so far as custom permits, arranges the child’s recciv-
ing of his gifts in such a way that the total amount of pleasant-
TUis also the case that some pleasant
expericnces seem 5o 10 fit into one another that the pleasant-
ness of the two mgell\er is zcmally guz(zr than the s of the
leasantnesses enjoyed separatel atre-
aoer seems to think that the pleasure Yot watel ing a play and
the pleasure of cating chocolates go well together; but on the
other hand ll\e pleasure oflsening to music and the pleasure
of talking with one's i 10 interfere wit
so that the plem:mlncu of both of them together appears
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10 be actually less than that of one of them alone. ~The next
question is as to how far we can subract the unpleasantness
of one or more consequences from the pleasantness of the
other consequences of an act difficult to
suppose that the subtraction th m mkt
of arithmetic and sometimes it is difficult to sce how
D done at all. The fatigue and the sight ache in the imbs
which accompany the mountaincer’s triumph as he reaches
the summit of a mountain arc in themsclves unpleasant
expericnces, but they scem to add to rather than detract
from the pleasantness of the total experience. On the other
Jand, music which might be normally plessant may appear
102dd to an excruciating pain. _Yet even in such cases where
pleasantness and unpleasantness are mixcd we do often make
stimates o the total balance of pleasantness or unpleasant-
The when he fecls thoroughly bad on the
inking bout may be able to comfort him-
s pleasure was ‘worth it'—that the
pleasantness of his drinking exceeded the unpleasantness of
the aftercflects. While it appears that there is no strictly
ical way of adding and
unpleasantncsses from them, a vagu statement can oficn be
truly made that the conscquences of one action are more
pleasant or more unpleasant than the conscquences of
angt

he situation is even more complicated for the puilitarian
o e egoistic hedonist because the utilitarian has to
consider not only the pleasant and unpleasant experiences
resulting to one man from an action, but the pleasant and
unpleasant_experiences resulting to all men. here
there cetainly can b no praciical way of comparing the
pleasantnesses and unpleasantnesses of two men. 1 can have
no knowledge whether my neighbour's toothache fecls more
unpleasant to him than my toothache does 1o me. To judge
from the way two diffrent people react (o the same sicuation,
people seem to vary in their capacitics of enjoyment and
suffering.  Soits only bya limited usc of our own experience
25 a guide to the expericnees of others that we can make some
very uncertain inferences that one action causes a greater
balance of pleasantness over unpleasantness than another,
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Yet some such statements arc almost ceriai
no one in his scnses can doubt that the opening of a
hospital in a country devastated by war causes greater
pleasantness all round than the opening of a concentration
camy
For a_practical cstimate of the desirability of one action
rather than another according to the utilitarian view, we
tuould need t0 ke into account not anly the plessantncssof
the consequences of the actions but also the probability of
theseconsequences actually oceurting. The fgure  for
comparion would b theartcalythe smountof the pleasnt:
ness multiplied by the degree of its probability. We have
alrcady seen that it is unlikely that amouns of plessantncs
meas mber of units, and students of
probabiity Ll s that often no numerical value can be given
; we can often say that anc cvent s more
probable than another bt can make no csimatc of the degree
of probability of ina quaniatve. form.t This
nly appears oficn 16 be the case in Judging the proba-
bility of the occurrence of some future pleasure. Even if
we had reason o think that the probabilities of
<onuq dences occurring are cqual, we would nced still to
take into account the amount of information on wlnel\
each judgement of probability is based, for it is alwa
more reasonable (o act on a judgement of probabilty based
on full igformation. than on' a judgement”bascd on small
informati
Tt is certain that the practical calculation as to which of
two courses of action will lead to the greater balance of
pleasantness is often ible from lack of knowledge
of these consequences. The argument that we do actually
make this calculation in some cascs is not sufficient (o prove
that we can make i In simple cases we often

these cases there is no difficulty in making a decision,

consequences, and in_these the complications are often so

great that the calcularion cannot be made. Tt s casy for me

to judge that my eating sole which has never caused me any
Y e.g. Keynes: A Treatise on Probability. Pr. T, Ch. 3, Exiv.
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indigestion in the past i to have more pleasant cousequences
than my cating lobsier which I ncither find plessant 1o
the taste nor casy of digestion. extremely difficult to
know whether Cacsar's crossing of the Rubieon had mere or
less pleasant consequences than the disbandment of his army
could have had, or whether the formation of a federated
United States of Europe would have morc pleasant conse-
qenees at his paint o hisory than the ormation of a United
for the

no more compl fevied probably fcult than the

practcal applicaion of any other cibical theory cxeept 3

simple_form application of Kant's

catcgorical imperative in dificult cases woul

difficult than that of the principle of utiit
Y

Tiving.

(v) The moral end is not merely the maximum amount q/ prpum.v
bul "the greatest happiness of the greatest. mumber.,
nm.umm uscd the expression * the: happiness of lhc grcansl

ber', they certainly introduced a consideration_other
lhn those provided by strict hedonism. They maintain that
we ought (o aim not merely at causing as much pleasantness
as possible, but at a certain distribution of this pleasantness.
It certainly would appcar wrong to common sense to hold
t 2 great amount of pleasure concentrated in g™ or three
people is better than a slightly smaller amount 6t
distributed universally among mankind, and the
brought out this point in their reference to The ¢ gvnlul
number", ~For this a princi required and,
as we shall sce later, our intuition tells us that it ought to be a
just distribution. ~Utilitarianism, however, provides no such
principle nor docs it tell us how far we should be willing to
reduce the total amount of pleasantness in the universe in
et t0 secure a more just distribution of pleasantness among
mankind.

(vi) Pleasure is the ﬂnl_y thing that is desirable or good. The
fundamental objec o Mill’s util ianism as to cver
other form of hedonism is xs llml we know intuitively that other
things as well as pleasure arc good. What gives a certain
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o hedonism is that every experience which we
Fatuitively recognise to be good scems o provide a certain
pleasantness as one of its parts, and it is casy to make the false:
inference that because pleasantness is present in every good
expericnce, pleasantness is the factor that make the experience
good.  Prolcssor Stace has pointed out that an incecase of
pleasantncss docs not cven mean an increase in the more
dcvclopcd hedonic state that we call happiness.! This : may
ue to the fact that, as we have already scen,
causing sciml are subject 102 2o ke the law of dihinishing
returns at least in the happiness they produce. ~ This happiness
is dependent not so much on the amount of pleasantness
enjoyed as on the kinds of activities in which the owner of
that happiness finds pleasurc, and this will depend on what
we call his character. Sidgwick, on the other hand, main-
down in a cool hour, we can only
riance we attach to any of these
ing its conduciveness in onc way or
ss of sentient beings’. With most men
kely to conclude that such expericnces as
the contemplation of beauty or the system of volitions that
Consitus 2 developed moral characte, o the knowledge of
truth or communion with God or the consciousness of frec
or fellowship with one’s friends, would still be good, even it
the pleasantness which is their normal accompaniment
under present conditions were absent. The matter is, as
Sidgwick Dw, one for honest introspecion, nd cach man can
give only his own Tt certainly would scem more
accordance with common opinion to hold that actons lead
ing to perfection of character or to increased fellowship with
others are better than actions which merely bring pleasure to
their doer. Thesc and other possible objects for a telcological
theory of ethics will be considered in our further survey of tele-
elogical theories under the headings “The Standard a Perfc-
tion' and ‘The Standard as Value'. Some of them scem to
have an even better claim than pleasure to be considered as
the ends at which right actions aim, and there has been a
tendency among telcologists, while retaining the name of
1 Stace: Concept of Morals, p. 146.
* Sidgwick : Methods of Ethics, Bk, 111, Ch. 14.
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wdlhariavim, o dicad suie hedonis,
tandards than that of produc
R:shdu.ll ru exampl, i his Jical Urilitor
rian princple that ethics is elcalogieal with a none
Tetoni i & e e

and 10 recognize
ity

6. The Theory of Sidgwick®

lgwick, who was certainly the greatest English utilitarian
hinker in the Ittt of the nincicenth centary, considered
in his Methods of Eihics three cthical llwoncs, all of which

ppe ne
egoistc_(cthical) hedonism, and utlitarianism. ‘The type
of intitionism which Sidgwick chicfly cxamined is what we
have called general or dogmatic intuitionism, which_ holds
that we know certain moral rules intuitively. Sidgwick
found that the rulcs 5o known are just the rules | that an en-
lightencd utilitarian would adopt. ~ As long as
fives clea guidance the type of action enoined it certa
the one which woul eatest happiness to W
mankind. When the ‘intuiton gives doubifal guidance, »
in the casc of tclling an unpleasant truth to a sick man, the
it s also doubtful whether the action is onc conducive (o the
general happiness or not. wick regarded the intuitions
of commonssense moraliy as utiliarian rules not deliberately
a acquired
and modified by lhc cxperience of the human raf . workifg
neturally and more or Jus unconstusly in‘a utilitarian
direction.  Sidgw zed, however, that in every ethical
theory there are .m fons of the Kind that we have called
universal goistic _hedonism, for example, is
based on an intuiion that 1 ought to sck the greatest possible
plesure for myslf whatever the other consequenccs of my
actions may be. Sidgwick himself stated certain principles
known intuitively by practical reason. One of these is the
principle of benevolence.that it s ouF duty to aim at
gencrally and not at any particular part of it, to regard the
sood of other, for example, as much a3 our own. Another

summary in Broad's Fioe Dpu of Ehical The, b
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is the principle of equity that the good of one individual is
not more important than the good of others. While most
moralists have accepted some such principles, it is not the
Case that they are sel<vident to all ren; they do not appear
to be slfevident o peychological hedonists or to believers in
ad
These principles of equity and benevolene seen to imply
that the pleasures of others are to be regarded as of cqual
weight with our own and so might have led Sidgwi
n cgoistic hedonism in favour of utilitaria;
Sidgwick, however, stll retained a place for egoistic hedonism
among his ‘methods’ of ethics. Utilitarianism is based on
two scts of premises, the axiomatic truths of egoistic hedonism
on the one hand, and the principles of bencvolence and
cquity on the other, In accepting the conchusion of an
argument we do not deny the truth of its premises, but rather
accept and confirm them. _So even if we accept utilitarianism
we must still accept the self-cvident axiom of egoistic hedonism
that  ought to seck the greatest possible amount of pleasant-
ness for mysclf, This argument would not be valid if we reach
the position of utilitarianism by some other way than cgoistic
sm 5o that on another argument than that of Sidgwick,
utilitarianism may be true and egoistic hedonisra false, as we
have .1 cady maintained i to be.
method” was tht of wiltarianism which
he had Imdy shown to be strongly su by the
intuitiond common sense moralicy. itacianism however
deed likely to provide different rules from those
given hy cgoistic hedonism, and 3o we are e with (o ine
iependent moral standards; egoistic_hedonism tells us to
ok our aun, plessure, while uiliarianiom el s to seck

the greatest plcasure of the total number of all conscious
beinge,  This was callcd by Sidgwick lhe duslim o practical
reason’. It is possible to suppose that it makes no practical

Giflerence whelher we 3. . out own pletsure oF 3¢ he

pleasure of all mankind. Sidgwick suggested that the

practical difficulty might be solved by (a) a psychological
a

a a)
psychological argument on the lines of that of Adam Smith*
¥ See Ch.
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might show, that because of the pleasure a man derives from

the fecling of sympathy and the practice of benevolence
Setions dane for the sake of the pleagre of others are alvays,
those which causc the greatest possible pleasure to the doct o
the actions himself. Introspection shows that this is 1o
always the case. While it is true that in many cases a M7
finds in his public scrvice his chief source of ha , there
are cases where the path of suffering on behalf of others ¥
chosen in the full consciousness that it is and is always likely 16,
be painful to the chooser. (b) In a metaphysical theory o
the universe, we may suppos that there is a controlling
being whom we call God, who arranges events so that the in-
dividual who works for the pleasure of others will always be
rewarded, cither in this life or in the next, with the same
of happiness to himscll. Once again, cxperience
suggests that there are cases where in this lifc at any Tate
d servants of their fellow-men_ suffer muc
unpleasantness, but of course the upholder of this argument
can always point toa future life where virtuc will be rewarded.
It may be suggested that the existence of God or of some
im sysiem for seeuring the rewarding of virwe like
the Buddhist system of karma and rebirths is too large a
hypothesis to make in order to reconcile the conflicting
demands of egoistic hedonism and utilitarianism in the sphere
practice, unless it has sirong confirmation on other grounds.
Sidgwick himself did not accept cither the psychological or
the metaphysical hypothesis; he simply suggeste(: them as
from the dualism of practical reason. The
real difficulty would remain, however, even if these hypo-
theses were accepted; for the conscientious moralist would
still want 1o know whether he ought to seck as his deliberate
aim his own pleasure or the pleasure of all men, although he
might realize that practically it made no differcnce which
aim he chose as his own. _The real solution appears to be the
complete rejection of egoistic hedonism as wholly inconsistent
ith our common-sense intuitions, so that, if utilitarianism
some form or other is to be accepted it must be on some
other ground than that of Sidgwick's premisc of egoistic
hedonism.

g,
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§7. The End as the Pleasure of Others
I has been said more han once that common serse
pproval to actions which bring pleasure Iy o
(hc:r dott, but it doce give moral a pmm to actions which
g plesiure o other people, partcularly when thee are
o B e cort of som? unpleasantn e docr of the

would ccnamly v suggestion ¢ of insincerity about it.
On the other hand a telcols 1 theory of ethics has, strictly
speaking, to admit that the location of the end to be aimed
at docs not matter, and so it could never j\nnfy the dis~
tinction made by the ordinary man betwees people’s.
pleasure and his own. Yet of all moral intui mns the pn-
ferring of the happincs of others to our own sccms
the clearest. A mere principle of cquity or of justice < Tike
th:u ndoplcd by Sudgwxcl: cannot ,..n.ry it, for all that such a
vinciple could provide is that another person’s pleasure
Tould count cqually
require s a ground on which another
preferred to our own. To put it in anot
1..,»..: ‘believe that ke has the right to cause his mnghbours
pleasure to suffer a great diminution in’ order to sceure an
cqunnlcm increase for himsel? We would rather say that
B imgst never have the right of causing pain to others,
Im\v:vcl ich pleasure we would gain thereby for oursclves.
fessor Stace Fonsiders that moral actions are merely one
ics of the actions which increase human happiness, and
hat they have the specific characteristics of unselfishness and
jusice.! Morality nced not concern isclf about bidding us
do actions which are pleasant to ourselves; we do them
veadily cnough without any
justice and unselfishness are required by thos
which arc not universal statements of experienced fact like
scientific laws. Experience shows us aggression and cruelty
in the natural world as well as self-sacrifice and suffering pain
for the sake of others.  Yet there is something in nature with
which the moral law, that it is fitting to suffer for another’s
4 Stace: Coneept of Morals, Ch. 7.
°
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pleasure, is in harmony. Tt is analogous with the corn of
wheat dying to ¢ much fruit, with the suffering of the
mother in child-bearing, and for the Christian this law has
found supreme expression in the death of Christ on the Cross.
Tt is likely that this law can be put in higher terms than those
of hedonism, and we shall come back to it later in our con-
sideration of scll-sacrifice. Yet even in terms of pleasantness
and unpleasantness, there is something fitting or matural
about suffcring in order that others may have pleasure thercby.




Chapter X
THE STANDARD AS DETERMINED BY EVOLUTION

§1. The Concept of Evolution
The word *evolution’ may be used generally for a develop-
ment of any kind or more particularly for that form of bio-
logical devclopment which was taught by Charles Daruin
~in his Origin of Species published in 1859. The notion of
levelopment was already a familiar one 1o philosophers and
biologists from the timc of Aristotl; indeed, nothing could
mare obvious than that in the lf of an individual animal
o Plant there Js 3 devclopment from the cmbryo o
the fully grown animal or plant. Even before the time o
Darwin many thinkers held that a development of some
similar kind went on in the history of a race of animals or even
in the history of the universe as a whole. Darwin's theory of
evolution, however, was based on one special kind of develop-
ment. He denied that the various kinds nd plants
were cach due 10 a special creative act of G
for exane in the beginning had created a paic of
Darwin held rather that cach familiar i of
Snimal o plant had dobeloped from seme carlicr and not
exacly similar kind, the laws of such development being
“natural selection’ and the ‘survival of the fittest”. To take
an imaginary exampl in'a region of the world in which the
ground s covered with snow during the einter and food s
then scarce, rabbits become the prey of larger animals.
However, among the rabbits of that region some suffer a
ce variation and become lighter in colour. * Thete
lighter rabbits are more difficult to scc in the snow, ai
escape while their darker brothers are more frequently Lilea
for food by the larger animals.  The result is that, afer 3
long period of time, the whiter rabbits
uthorous. while the  darker  Brownish rabbits. graduatly

ttul God
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disappear from that region altogether. There has been in
this imaginary example a natural sclection among rabbits,
and the lighter have survived because in the particular en-
vironment which we have described they were the fittest to
1t was in some such way, according to the Darwinian
theory, that the monsters, which are now found only in the
form of fossil remains, disappearcd in the past and that theic
places have been taken by the animals with which we are now
fam-lur In historical times there have been changes such
brown rat taking the place of the black rat in Great
Briuin in the cighteenth century wi n be readily ex-
plained in terms of Darwin's theory.! We are rot here
concerned with the validity of Darwin's theory in biology,
but it may be suggested that even among plants and animals
is only onc among many tendencics at work
rse of development.
he concept ofuvolunon in the Darwinian sense was soon *
used cither mmuy or figwatively for many other kinds of
development than that of plant or animal specics. ~People
talked of the evolution of societies, of institutions, of religion,
of art, of morals and of conduct, sometimes mercly suggesting
that these things change in the course of history, but some-
times with the dnﬁml: nnphc:lwn that the changes take
place in accordance with the principles of natural selection
£d the sarvival of the fitest. lfwe were cngzgtd in a study
of the positive science of cthics, merely describing
Tman's donduct or even the various uandzrds by w:th man’s
conduct has been judged in the course of history, we would
certainly need to admit that there has becn a development in
human conduct and in the sundards by which man
i t is likely too that the conduct which
practised and the slz»d:rd: \vhlch are still held ar some
sense more fitted to our circumstances than those which have
disappeared, or, to use another vague phrase oﬁcn uscd by
evolutionists, the surviving conduct and the ing
standards lead to a more complete adjustment to our environ
ment. This admission, however, scarccly touches the
* This is hardly a case of dircct struggle between the two specics
a3 Darwin thought, but one wime the black rat failed for a time to
adapt itself to new conditior

in determini

still
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normative science of cthics. If the standard of cthics is to be
provided by th theory of cvolution and by nathing e, then
would need to hold that better conduct is merely more

dcveloped conduct o conduct ccurring at & laer stage in
the course of history, and that no other meaning can be given
t0 the terms ‘good’ and ‘right”. It is doubtful et any
moralist has cver accepted an cxolutionary theory in this
strict sense.  What most evolutionists would maintain is that
233 matte of fact later or more developed conduct s betee
than earlicr or less developed conduct without supposing
that ‘good” or +beter” can be defined in terms f develop-
ment. is a definition of cthical terms that we are
really mklng in a theory of cthics, but of course any auempt
to define good in terms of historical or biological development

i Moore's nawralistic fallacy. This is

o is most obvious to the plain man
in common specch, we certainly do not mean
“oscuring I lnef in the course of evolution’.

ial di

h ionary theary of ethics ing good conduct
at i

say about survival s that a type of conduct which survives in a
‘atruggle for cxstence? between differnt types of conduct i
the better—a view in which it would have the support of the
Popular s which scems to hold that the type of Gvilisation
The cucrors in a war is always better than that of the
vanquished. What some evolutionists seem to say is that
conduct which causes the doer of that conduct o even the
race to which he belongs to survive is good conduct. It may
be 2 plausible theory that prolongation of It ciher in the
dividual or in the race is  good ling, o that al actions
lending i

it are good, but this is ot an evolutonary theory
cthi cal theory holding that prolongation
ST cithen the only ‘end or one of the cnds to which all
vight conduct is direct
We have remarked that the introduction of a standard ather
than the purely evolutionary one is characteristic of most
so-called cvolutionary theories of ethics. There scems o
something unstable about every cvolutionary theory which
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tends to tur it into a theory of a different type. This is
especially true of the greatest of evolutionary theories of
ethics, that of the nineteenth-century English philosopher,
Herbert Spencer.

§2. The Theory of Herbert Spencer
We shal now state Spencers heory in 3 small musber of
ropositions, sticking as far as we can to his own words.
) L s the continaous adjstment of intcrnal xelaions 1o
external relations, and conduct comprehends all adjust-
ments of acts to ends._ (i) The conduct to which w apply
me ‘good” is relatively more cvolved conduct, and the
conduct to which we spply the name ‘bad” i relatively less
A developed adjustment of acts to ends or
Jater conduct in the course of evolution furthers mlonptwn
o life and an incressed amount o i, (iv) Lie i good

ment. (vn) The particular moral rules acuplcd by any
community'at any period of history depend on matural
selection in accordance with i mm..m. so that, at the
present day, conduct gains ethical sanction.in proportion as

it becomes less militant and more industrial.
nuitive principle that every man is free to choose “tdo what
he wills, provided he does not infringe the equal frecdom of
any other man. ~(Spencer m.vph= that he will use this frec-
dom to seek his own good.) (ix) In the course of develop-
‘ment, conduct is less ontrolled by proximate ends and more
controlled by remote ends, and the sense of duty is an internal
sanction securing that conduct is controlled by more remote
ends

Spencer's theory we can sce three influences at work,
mmly @) the uliarianism of his day which provided a
hedonistic. background for most ethical , (b) the
bnolog:ml theory of evoluion and (o) t the ndhaguntion of
torian liberalism with its emphasis on the frecdom of the
fdual and the undesirabilty of interference by the state
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as in the cconomic doctrine of laisser faive. It is clear from
the very outset that Spencer was not satisfied with the purely
evolutionary theory of ethics that better conduct is nothing
but more evolved conduct. He implied that this isa statement
requiring proof, and he procecded o give proofs of it. For
Spencer, conduct was an adjustment to_cnvitonment, but
‘conduct was an adjustment of a special kind. It is not
a fair crificism of Spencer's theory to say with Mackenzic
that ‘adjustment o cnvironment” camnot provid 3 mor
standard because therc arc so many kinds of adjustment.!
Death with its dust to dust” is from a chemical point of view
the most complete adjustment that a human organism can
imake to its cnvironment, and yet no one would suggest the
pursui of death 2 & motal aim.  We make adjusuments for

different ends or and the goodness of a piece of
conduct depends on the nature of the end as well as on the
pencer

certainly realized this for he defined conduct as m.yrdm.a-
ing all adjustments of acts to ads, A more valid crticsm
would be that Spencer was too much influenced by biology
where, if we can say there is purposc at all, that purposc is
merely o prolong life and to produce offipring, and this
cannot b regarded 33 the cnd of mural acton.  Nor can we
adrmit the selevancy of Mackenzie's point that n the higher
huma, e ke those of the Inventor we do not 50 much *
nd)\ul esclve (o our emronmen a5 adjuss o modily our
tnvnron At (o suit our own purpose, as, for example, when
canal from a river to imigatc our ficlds.? The
nd,m.mm of act to end may be cither an action which
modifies ourselves as in learning may
an action modifying our envi ing a bridge;
the relevant part for teleological ethies is that the adjustment
leads to an end.
for Spencer the important question was ' What are the
ends to which beter or more evolved conduct leads?” and
Spencer gave thrce answers: (3) prolon
{increased amount of ife, perhaps soracthing like the Jife
more abundant” of the Gospel; and (c) pleasure. I he were
 Mackenzie : Manual of Ethics, ﬂk, 11, Ch. s, §vi.
*Mackenzie : Manual of Ethies (as above), p. 200 (6th
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to have demanded a single moral end Spencer would have
needed 10 show that the longest life is at the same time both
the fullest life and the one containing the greatest amount
of plesure, Spencer did make some aucmpt (o prove this
He held that it is evident give a surplus of
pleasure to each human md.mdul how debatabie. this
statement is can l)e from the fact that in the same
contury the German pessimists Schopenhauer and Von
Hartmann were denymg hat life gives a balance of pleasure
y on the grounds that desire, which is the most charac-
teristic ybenomznon of life, is painful and that labour, which
is the lot of most some.  Even if we were to accept
Spencer's xlalellmn that life as a whole gives a surplus of
pleasure, it would not follow that the prolongation of life
would be the only or the best way of increasing pleasure.
Indeed the experience of man suggests that if the term of
life is extended beyond the normal span of *three-score years
and ten’ the result is ‘labour and sorrow”, not pleasure. ~Itis
possible on Spencer's premises to contemplate more alar:
ways ofincreasing the amount of pleasure, such as an indef
increase in the population with cach new individual adding
his small quota to the total surplus of pleuurc. Spcncer did
not make the notion of an lncnu:d amount * clear;
may have meant merely a more pleasant li + but he
pmb:bly meant a more complex lie, or to use e an tlaborate
hrase of his own, a life of ‘cohcrent differentiates!
‘cneuy rather than of ‘incoherent undifferen
geneity”. It is doubtful, however, whether such compl
makes life cither more pleasant or morally better the
common meaning of these words.  Still it is ¢0M€lvlh|€ that
there may be three different ends which
conduct leading to them, and that, \\hlle these help one
another o some extent, in other respects they suggest different
lines of conduct.

The question may be asked whether conduct later i he
course of evolution leads to any or all of these ends. Pri
tradition as in the Biblical book of Genesis holds that Ihn

men were longer than those now cnjoyed,
is true that in the last century the ‘expectation
* in western countrics has greatly increased we have not
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ions over a long enough period to
ther this is a particular phase or 2 universal charac-
\eristic of the course of evolution,  There is certainly a rich-
ness of living brought al
is dispute as to whether

t by modern invention, but there

itis the kind of richness which could
e called morally bettr; Rouseau did ngt think to, and Mr.
Gandhi to-day takes the same vie the same
cutlook weuld aiso deny that the 4«11@,:4 life of civil-
ized man is more pleasant than the life of the primitive
man. There may, however, be grounds for_holding that
Spencer is right, that the coune of cvolution moves in
all these three directions; we have certainly ot enough
empirical evidence 1o make definite staicments one way or
the other.

A morc fundamental objection to Spencer's theory is 10 the
truly evolutionary part of it, namely the assumplion that
conduct at a Jater stage in evolution is morally better than
conduct at an carlicr sage. There is much in popular
thought to support the opposite view. In many civilizations
men have thought that there was a golden age of virtue and
innocency in the distant past, and at many periods of history,
yen those who admit malcrial progres ofcn look back to
the preceding age as onc of plain lving and high thinking’
The experiences of recent Tacial persccution and
war on & terrific sale can hardly give confdeee o those who
believe invan incvitable moral progress as time gocs on. We
may doubd also whether any of the three ends suggened by
Spencer have any very strong claim o be regarded as n.e
result of the conduct which men call “right”
the case of pleasure it has alrcady been ;uggtslcd that plnsurc
is at most only onc clement in the moral cnd, or perhay
among several moral ends, and we shall see later \hat e
place on the scaleof values s probably a low onc. There are
forms of good conduct, temperance, for cxample,
Which, other things being equal, do 1ad 16 the prolongation
of individual life; but other forms of good conduct, such as
courage and benevolence in their more selfsacrificing forms
almost certainly tend to shorten the lives of their posscssors.

more reasonable view, and one that Spencer might have
accepted, is that good conduct tends to prescrve the life of
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the race rather than that of the mdwldual nnd this theory
would have a place for those acts of self-sacri heroism
in which (be individual loses his own life for lhe sake of his
community. The mistake in this argument is that it would
mxl:z ﬂu Tules of cugenics the most important of all moral
rules may certainly have some place in a moral
:ode bul this theory of ethics cannot explain how men have
recognized it 1o be right to do certain things which
cugenics would forbid, such as to preserve the life of the
deformed, the mentally fechle and the sickly, the very people
whose continued existence threatens the health and vigour
of the race. Wo have already suggestcd. that Sptnccrs
*amount of life" is t00 vague a plrase for scientific exat
tion, but n cellmnly ignores the fact that lhmughaul the
history of been two ideals of the good
tun life of knowledge, art and many- sxded
achvuy (the kind of life that we associate with the Renaissan
in Europe), and the simple single-minded life which ne(locls
would be otherwise autractive in the slead.ful
ursuit of a single purpose (the kind of life that we ass
with the Stoic and the saint). This second kind of life uﬂlmly
lacks the heterogencity of the first, but many people hold it
to be morally better. ~ In his absolute cthics, the ethics of a
world in which there is a complete adjustment of the in-
dividual to his environment Spencer held that pleasure wonld
be the ultimate standard. He referred to ‘actions of a
purcly pleasurable alike in _thei g
eflects—actions absolutely right”.

§3. Evolution without Teleology

Darwin's theory was an attempt o explain the development
of animal specis withou the notion of purpase 3nd to show
how, by purely mechanical causes, later species developed
from earlicr specics. How far he was successful in doing so is
a question for the biologist. The phrase ‘survival of the
ttan” suggens 10 che mind of a moralit at least tness for
some end or purpose, ven i that purpose be merely o remain
alive. In our examination of Spencer’s theory we have

Yoo that he ccrevily imtoduced the motion el ends again
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and again in his evolutionary ethics. Good conduct for him
it is conduct which leads to longer lifc or to fuller life, or to a
surplus of pleasantncss.

imself regarded the course of evolution as moving
in the direction of an cquilibrium, *a balanced combination
of internal actions in face of exernal forcs tending (o over-
thro Mackenaie has pointed out hat this aspect of the
mphasized by other evolutionary
moralists. lnclndm( Lot Stephen and'$. S, Alexanders
The idea of a balance among tendencies in the life of the good
man is by no means a new onc in ethics. Plato taught it
cxplicitly in his view of justiceasthe vitue by which cach part
of our human nature performs its proper function in harmon
ith the other parts, and ther i 3 similr view underlying
Aristotle’s notion of the good as but these views will
concern us Tater. The vicw of the sandara 2 2 I of eason
el that there is a coherence among themselvesin morally
good actions, and the notion of a harmony in the develop-
ment of the capacitics of human nature will play a large part
in the conception of the standard as perfection with whic
we shall be occupied in our next chapter. Alexander
brought out the importance of an equilibrium among the
~contending inclinatons of an individual, when

based ing inclinations, and establishes an
gauiibrh between, them. Mackensic terprets Lestic
Stephen’s view as holding that *virtue means efficiency with
a view to the maintenance of social equilibrium’; and,
although Leslie Stephen? hardly gives to_this notion the
cmpha: Mackenzic suggests, the noti R
n evolutionary ethics squires cxamination, and the
remarks may be made about it. (a) The tendency
10 reach an equilibrium is certainly not the only tendency in
the course of evolution, and conduct may survive for other
reasons than because of its tending towards a state of
equilibrium. It may survive for cxample because it is more
* Mackenzi fanual of Ethics, Bk. 11, Ch. 8, §vii.
2 Alexander : Moral Order and Progress, p. 399
3 1In his book, The Science of Ethics.
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suited 10 the circumstances of a new environment. (b) As
we have suggested already, coherence or cquilibrium among
the different tendencies of an individual of a community is
of very little moral value unlcs the mndumes are in them-
selves good tendencies. (c) The n of an equi-
librium at some stage of ethical dmlvpmcnl ahcad of the
present smgc would mcan a maintcnance of the status quo
rather than th pursuit of new types of good activity
which is characteristic of the moral life at its best and which
‘e might cxpect t find emphasized in an evolutionary theory
ethics.

$4- Matural Selection in Ethics
Is there natural selcction and a survival of the ﬁm in the

aces may vary heir conduct,jut like he *chance v
of the biolog may believe that certain vari
of conduct wi ndividuals that practse them
10 survive, while those practising other types of conduct will
perish. There may be a struggle for existence in the world
of men a3 in the world of amimals; only in the developed
stages of that struggle the qu il lead g7 sun

will change, as Spencer himealf reafized. ~The .
Bence 2 in'the cansiruction of acraplanca and atomic borbs,
and co-operation for mutwal proteetion with its place for
qualities of generosity to others and fair play among allics are
obviously of the greatest value for survival in modern warfare.
There seem to be varieties of conduct suited to certain cn.
vitonments; polygamy was certainly more useful for survival
in days when much manual labous ws required in the lfe
of the nomadic tribe o the primitve agricalural setlement
i e maehinecred Ml of%a modern ot
city. We may too regard the sruggle as  struggle not among
men but among standards, and here too we may see that
certain standards of moral approval tend to survive in
certain environments; the virtue of courage is emphasized
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in a time of war while the virtue of thrift s cmplln ed
in 3 country building up s resources

The survival of the fitest among moral ideas, however, bas
certain definite differe r the survival of the fittest
Smong raccs o species 35 Alexander painted out in an
article on * National Scltcuon in Morals".i The only way of
survival in the Darwinian scheme is the propagation of one’s

vival ones. A

takes place among men when supporirs of 3 particular sct

oral values sct out to destroy those with rival views or to
mposc their aun views by force on these subordinate to them.
Yet we have heard the word ‘unnatural’ used as the most
suitable adjective for the idcological race massacres of our
oun time, a term which suggests hat e do no ook on these
things as a part of the natural course of e
great methods among men of making monl e sursioe
have been those of cducation and pers Tuis because
o thes that ideas riginally held by o minarity bocome the
prevailing moral ideas of an age, as we can sec in the story
of the. abolition of slavery. It has even been thought that
ideas which it has been attempted to suppress by violence
have & better chance of survival; the blood of the martys
has been the seed of the Chure

Evenin these cireumstances wé are tilldealing with positive
cthics and we have no reason to think that the idcas which
survive () always the best ideas from the point of view of

" chies. For cxample, when the decion to probibi th sae
of certain intoxicating liquors was made in the
of Am d not ndicae that the proh fon s
necessarily igh, although many r ed it as sucl
at the time. Tt would be cqually foolish o think that e
repeal of the prohibition laws showed that they were unfit
t0 survive and morally wrong. Yet there may be a true
explanation of both the imposicon and the repeat of th pro-
hibition laws which uses only natural factors, as Darwin sct
out to do in his explanation of biological changes. _Scientific
explanation of an event has nothing directly to do with its
moral value. If we are to maintain that the standards of
* International Journal of Ethics, Vol. 11, No. 4.
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cmm ullmmtly to be reached by lhc human racc arc the
t possible, it must be done on other grounds than those
orymly matural seection. Tt may be dose on the el
ground that God is working out a purpose of this kind in the
life of this planet (a view thnl many Christians )nve held as a
part of their faith), or on some other metaj grou
ural selcction can at the most preserve standards
which are suited to A particular cnvironment; it can do
nothing to secure that these are morally the best.

§5. Modem Theories of Eolution

conatan o Da s theory of natural sclcction, as even
biologists now tend to accept other forms of the cvolutionary

theory. Some of these other forms differ greatly from the

original theory of Darwin, and one or two of them appear

| be morc significant for ethics than that theory ever

A well-known modern evolutionary theary is the theary of
*Emergent Evolution’ taught chicfly by Lloyd Morg

usually think of development (king place by smﬂly
mechanical causation, so that if we know the causcs at work
at_any moment of cvolution, we can tell the eflccts which
il follow, st 33 when we know the weather condi
can in some measure predict the quantity of -
Tloyd Morgan held that evolution docs not alw’.
by wrictly predictable sicpé, but that at various stages the
causal factors at work result in the cmergence of something
new, an ‘cmergent” as this theory calls it, which could not
have been predicted from a knowledge of the causes alrcady
at work, howeyer complete that knowledge may be. The
emergence of e rom nom matier and the crmcegence
of mind ng matier aré two of the most Strking
examples of the appearance of what 1t new and unpredictable
in the courseof voluion, In a imilaz way there may be an

the m
mcrgen:c of conduct determined by ideals of what s
Tigh from conduct determined by natural causes. Of course
Lioyd Morgan gave no explanation of how such an emergence
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takes place. The very fact that it s unpredictable implies
. there s o scerife explanation of it. Stil the view
that we have to accept with a ‘natural piety’ the fact that such
emergences do take place clsewhere in the course of evolution
docs mean that even the scientifically minded ean accept it
as possible that at a certain stage in development conduct
is nolonger determincd by mechanical causes but by

‘When a man is asked o explain a process, for example the
working of his watch, he may set about doing it in two wa
He may explain it by the cnergy, accumulated in the spring
through the process of winding, being released under the
control of some regulating mechanism. This is explanation
by mechanical causes, causcs which begin to work before the
process takes place, or what Mackenzic called ‘explanation
by beginning’." The ordinary man, however, is cven more
Yikely to cxplin the working of the vatch by showing how it
tells him \ke time. This is cxplanadion by the purpose or
end of the process, what lollowers o Ao caed e o
cause; Mackenzie called this ‘explanation by end’. It
has been the endeavour of natural sciences 10 use mechanical
explanations and not cxplanations by end which may be
named telcological explanations. Human conduct may be
explained in the same two ways. In our ordinary talk we

more commenly the elclogica cxplanation and cxplain
on, for example his taking a certain journey, by
loing so. Modern psychnlogms belonging
10 the schaols of cither behaviourism or psyeho.analysis make
auemps to explain action in terms of lent cvents in
the agent’s mind v uch in the fashion of the physical
sciences, The original Darwinian theory belonged 1o, the
same scientific outlook, and tried to explain the development
of animal and plant kinds by merely natural causes. But
the outloak, cven ameng scientiss, s changing, and the
speci of such moden
olutionary theory sach as ‘Emergent Evolutian i that
give a larger place to purposc or telcology, and this is vuy
significant for ethics, where one group of moral thinkers, the
¥ Mackenzic: Manual of Ethics, Bk. 11, Ch. 5, Siv.
* Mackenzic : op. ci k. 11, Ch. 5, §x.

s
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telcological group, has regarded conduct as good or bad
acgording (o the ns \rhnch it has in view.
rencl Bergson, however, was not
salul'md it eleological exphmmms o conduct and of the
rsc of evolution. He held that all such explanations still
mtnn lhzl our actions arc determined, not now by the ante-
cedent causcs of the physical scicnces but by the cnds o which
ey lead, and i thought (his (o be inconsistent with that
freedom which we intuitively know to be the very essence of
our life and consciousness. ~ Accordingly, Bergson attempted
to explin the course of evaluion nether ke the calicr
Darwinians by accidental variations duc to causes already at
work, nor like the telealogists by the working out of the purpose
cent creator who has given a like power to his
human creatures, but by a creative impulse or *

This has been present in nature from the beginning, ma
fsting sl in new forms o lvng creatures, and in ‘human.
Tife it shows itsell in new forms of conduc v
the power of producing the new and the unpndltﬂllle is of
the ery natur of the clutionary proces,So theemergence
of idrals and even the later appearance of new ideals in the
moral life s not a difficulty to be solved, but is just what one
would expeet from the creative nature of reality. Evolution
i+ cither mechanical ot wlcaiogical bt creatioe

§6. Creative Morality

If creativeness is characteristic of all cvoluuon, then an
ary theory of cthies may hold that goodness and
encs ar identical or (hat Conduct is bestr in 50 Fr
as it is more creative. This would be & reasonable develop-
ment of Bergson's theory and certain moralists have to some
degree accepted it chicfly in close relation to a particular

. A. Reid finds the same
creativencss in an act of goodness as he docs in a work of art.!
Most moralists make the mistake of trying to find the goodness
of an action in one abstract part of it, but just as the goodness
of a work of art i in the concrete whole, so the goodness of a
good action is in the action as a whole, not in its motive alone,

VL. A. Reid: Creative Morality, Ch. 6.
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as some of the intuitionists have said, and not in its pleasant
conscquences alone, as the utilitarians have said. There is
always something unique and ineplaceable about a good
action as there is about a srork of art. There are ules (0 be
followed by the artist and by the ut the artist who
Sy Tollons the rles of s el oy d oy nothing
morc will never produce a great work of art. Similarly
Professor Reid considers that ‘our truc duty lla not ol)cyin‘
a gcru:ml rule, bu i i in a

again’, and we can sce the right act

Professor Reid finds

that an intense interest in persons is what keeps morality from

becoming conventional and devoid of significance s it often
ocs.

force in creative morality. In this Professor Reid follows
Bergson, who held that open, moraliy, the
extends to all men, has agape’ or love
“The Russan thealogian: M. Berdyac,di
three levels of ethics, (a) the cthics of law where morality
consists in obeying rules, (b) the ethics of redemption or grace
where man himself as concretely personal, and not obedience
{0 Inw, i regarded as the supreme end o e, where the moral
law is for the sake of man and not man for the sake of the law,
and (c) the ethics of creativeness.® M.
like Bergign that whether we accept the andard a8 law or
ich good conduct leads, man is
il a slave to rule; the rule in the fst case s fixed by some
outside authorit d case is fixed by the
end at which man aims. And this enslavement to rule leads
10 what Berdyacv calls *the intolerable dullncss of virtue'.
he making of something new, of something
ted in the world before. It implies freedom
and it imples that +each individual must act 2% himself and
not as another would have acted in his place, and his moral
‘must spring from the depths of his own conscience’.¢
Y L. A. Reid: Creative Morality, p. 104,
son: Morality and Religion, p. 27.
2 Berdyaev: The Destiny of Man.
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Berdyacv at the same time emphasizes the point that in mch

individual is the highest value in the moral life and moral
action is not iversal
law. The thing that matters in man’s creative activity is not
o much the end to be achieved as the realization of i
creative encrgy. In fighting for a good cause it is commonly
agreed that what matters most is the quality of onc’s ﬁghung
and ot the issue of the baule. Creativeness may bring its

haj
and never the aim of the creative act. Indeed, M. Berdyaev
suggests that the final end of good conduct, as distinet from
the conduct melﬂ sjndged rather in terms of beauty than of
M.

moral aev concludes that the develop-
ment mon jion of freedom, compassion
{as evidenced by  gro tendernes to weak fol, children

and animals), and creativen
"This aspect of creativences Js cetainly something that
not seem to have a place in most of the fam iar enh-ul
theorics, and the fact of the new emphasis
day cthicalthought may el be am videnee for the olution
ether we can accept the theory of creative
Cvanwton, s 1 has oo taught by Bergson or by other
modern_philosophers, is a question for the metaphysician
rather than the moralist, but it docs point to something that
the older cvolutionists ignored, the presence of fy-, unique
and creative activity in the course of evolution. '+ "o ethics
this notion has a special importance. It has been generally
agreca that frcedom of sorbe kind or other is a necosary
postulate for marality. There appears too in the case of
moral actions, and these actions of the highest moral
qualty, something of the same uniqueness that we find in a
great poem or in a great picture. While there appears o be
a larger place in morality for obedience to rule and aspiration
after ends of value than M. Berdyacv recogizes, there is
surely also a place for creativeness, the expression of goodness
in new kinds of action. Yet we need to be reminded that
what is important about an action s uot that it is new and
unique but that it is good, and to mix these up would be a bad
+ Berdyaev : op. cit., p. 196.
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case of the nawralistic fallacy. To admit creativeness and
uniqueness to morality may scem to give it an indefiniteness
and freedom which a scientific theory of ethics cannot cope
with, and it may be actually the case that there is something
about goodness that is intractable to scientific h:ndl.lng.
It may be, however, that creative evolution is pointing us
again to one of those laws of nature that are at the basis of
the moral life as of the universe generally, a law that there is a
fundamental creativeness both in nature and in morality.




Chapter XI
THE STANDARD AS PERFECTION

§t. Sef-Reclization

Rashdall has pointed out that the word ‘self-realization’,
which has often been used to describe the aim of the moral
life, cannot mean the makin‘oflhg sclf real, as its form would
soggt, for the self s seal alcady.! 1t may mean, and
generally does mean the making of the sclf perfect. A good
deal of the ph\m lity of cvolutionary thories of ethics is
derived from the fact that many people belicve that the
coune of volution tends 10 the produaton of more perfect
Jinds o plants and animals, or crample to more perfect dogs,
more perfect horses, more perfect Toscs or more perfect
oranges. In these cases, however, the deliberate direction of
man in controlling the breeding of animals and the fertiliza-
tion of plants has done more than nature ever did in producing
more perfect kinds. This suggests that a conscious choice of

iviti i i the way of attain-
t to (b natural

ing human perfccuon rather than leay
course of cvolution.  Therc is one ri flerer”s between
evolutionary perfection and moral n as these words
2rc commanly scd: Tn evolution we arc concerned with the
perfecion of “the kind or the race, each individual counting
nly for the more perfect kind it may help to produce, and for
attaining such perfection the most imporiant known rules are
those of cugenics. In morality, as the phrase sclf-realization
reminds us, the perfcction with \hich we are concerned is the
perfection of the individual self, and every individual counts.
“Aristotle gave to the end or final cause of the moral life the
name of ‘cudaimonia’ (¢vSaiuovia), and while the Greeks
used this word for something very'near to what we call
“happinese® or cven prosperity’ in English it is safe not to
 Rashdall : Theory of Good and Lvil, Vol. 11, p. 62 (1).
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attemp to translate a word 10 which Aristoll certainly gave
a special technical significance. e defined_*cudai-
Toma” 25 the cxercise of 3 man's soul (or realsation of &
‘man’s capacities) in accordance with ‘cxcellence’ (o 3
and if there be more than onc excellence, in accordance with
the best and most complete excellence.” The word that
been ranslated ‘exercise’ or ‘realzation’ i he word from
rgy’ comes, and has something
ing. The question raised by
Gis definition 25 by al perfetion dhcorics o thics % which
Gapacites of our mature are most worth devloping. The
acrobat certainly develoj pacitics of his nature to a
very remarkable extent, but 1t i doubul whether a eapacity
10 turn somersaults and to walk on onc’s head has any moral
Valuc, cxecpt perhaps a small onc in giving some pleasure (o
spectators. There are intcllectual capacities of a similar
Kind, such 35 slving crouwon{ pustles or ches problems,
the development of whi give a satisfacti
ostebors bt which can hasaly be though 10 20d v hi
moral gosdnes. Even h in the cas of thowe capacities which
are found developed o some degrec in mos
there are clear differences of valuc, 1t s gencraly held to be
vight 1o develop one’s capacity for sympathy as much as
possible, but not one’s capacity for cating. The idea of an
all-round development of capacities is attractive and found a
supporyggin as great a thinker as Bradley, who held that a
man's &£ ) should be ‘to widen in every way both the world
of knowicdge and the realm of practice”.? There is probably
much to be said for the view that esch in ould
of different kinds, by taking sort of
mliecil purit and
tual aspiration. At the same time
tion on the part
of individuals is good for society, for example that some
iduals should give themselves to medical or scientific
rescarch so completely that they leave themselves neither
time nor opportunity for developing the rest of their capacitics.
or can we say that goodness consists in the development of &
1 Aristotle: Nicomachean Ethics, Bk. 1,7 (1093a).
* Bradley : Principles of Logic, p.
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- e defined) at
man's higher capacities (however these may be definec
The price of neglecting o o capacities, for it is desirable
that to some extent at least the lower capacitics should be
developed also. The neglect of the development of a
digestion may handicap a man greatly in his
and in his scientific or artistic pursuits.
100, for the deliberate renunciation of the development of a
‘man’s capacitics in the good life; the story of the saints is that
of men who have ‘denied themselves’ by deliberately aban-
doning pursuits, worthy in themsclves, which would have led
to a richer sclf-realization. Such men renounced the enjoy-
ment of family life or the practice of art or the search for
knowledge in order to carry out some social purpose or
religious ideal. What is evident from all that has been said
is that a theory of self-realization, in order to be vali
indicate which human capacities arc to be developed and to
what degree each is to be developed.
§2. Spiritual Evolution

The German philosopher, Hegel, also regarded the story
of the universe as a process of development or cvolution, but
mot as a_biological evolution determined by mechanical
laws. It is a spiritual evolution, taking place according to a
dialectical or logical process, and it reaches the highest
development 5o far reached in the self-conscious life of man.

course of animal development which culminage=.in man
is in the dircction of a fuller self-consciousness, the! s Ality not
mercly to know but to reflect on onc’s own knowing. Even
in human history we can see a dialectical growth in this power
of thought reflccting on itself, which finds its expression in
philosophy. This spiritual evolution differs from Dbiological
evolution in that fuller self-consciousness may be the con-
scious goal of the individual.

“The view that reason is the characteristic quality of man
was held by Aristotle, who held that reason was the best
excellence in_accordance with which man's soul may be
developed. Now it is certainly a fact that, without a certain
amount of deliberate reflection (which is a combination of
Aristotle’s reason and Hegel's self-consciousness), a man
could not be regarded as fully human and would certainly
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be incapable of those plans for the betterment of others ang
!the good

which are
man, Yet it is hard to believe that moral goodness is in an
unusual degree characteristic of those who carry this deliberage
reflection to extreme forms in the more abstract analyses of

certainly one which very few people are capable of perform,
ing, but the mere fact that ‘reason’ and *self-consciousncss”
are more developed in him than they are in others does noy
seem to make the philosopher morally better than the faithy]
doctor or the far-secing statesman. It is likely that Aristoy)e.
ad {Hegel were both biased in favour of the Philosophic yay
of life.

OF course Hegel did not hold that goodness consists i
isolated individual secking his independent good by ruliz:nh;
more and more fully his own capacity for self-conseious
Indeed the emphasis of Hegel was on the social sysiem 1
which the individual belongs rather than on the individyat
hi conscious cflort of the individual to realing

good, while it is certainly botter than mere obedjenae

to external laws, s uscless and even evil, Unlessitis in harmor,
with the social institutions in which the universal or absolury
mind expresses tself. These institutions are the fami)
socicty and the statc. Hegel conceived of the 5
cvolutign as a logical movement from thesis ( antithesss
contraf®ying the thesis, and then 0 & synthesis which com.

ines titesis and antithesis, and may SCFVe its tUrn as 3 pew
thesis. - Similarly in moral evolution there is 2 movemeny
from a_goodness thal is simply an outward obedience gg
externally imposed rules to a goodness that consists in (he
inward submission to the internal faculty of conscience, anq
these two find their synthesis in a social mor: e *thay
is gradually shared by the developing consciousness of the
community in its cffore to attain the highest porfection gf
which human nature js capable’. To put Hegel's theory fy
another way, the ‘good will* which Kant made the bagty
morality was with Hegel no longer the will of the individyg)
imposing rules on himself, but the universal will which
self-conscious in the course of evolution. In fact, the erhicy
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of Hegel, so far froi over-cmphasizing the place of individual
self-realization, do not give a large enough place to the
individual as a moral agent.

. The Thory of T. H. Greent

The influence of Hegel was very marked in English ethical
thought during the sccond half of the nineteenth century,
and we may take as an example of cticalidallm in Englan
the theory of T. H. Green." Green hel haracteri
part o Roman mauwe - the epianl princpie by which
man knows himself to be distinct from the \vorld of nature,
and because of which he is self-conscious.
however, s not to be regarded merely as an additional
or faculty of the human mind over and above the capacities
which man shares with the lower animals, and working as it
were in a separatc compartment from them. On the other

principl
humbler capacitics. For cxample, man has scnsations of
colours and sounds just as the lover animals Dave thesc
satons, but in man these are so modificd by the spirtual
principle"that they become perceptions, and_these
from sensations in having mcanings of which man is dm:clly
conscious. Similarly man has appetites like hunger and
thirst just as the lower animals have these appetites, but
in man these are so modificd by the spiritual principle
they. become desres i ich 4 man s consc
particular ends which he knows to be likely to savafy him,
£ at which he deliberatcly aims. The appetite of hunger
mes the desire for fo owner knows that food
will_give him the required nourishment and_ satisfaction.
Green held that what is good is what satisfies desire, not in
the sense of sati nal

2 to an object
This power of looking forward to the realization of an idea is
¥ T. H. Green: Prolecomena ta Fthics
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ic of the spiritual principle in man and is one
ch he i 2 eproducion of the piritualprinciple
of the universe which we call God: Just as God
the uni human beings have the power ofconunvmg
a future xnle of themsclves that is bite han he present,
and of re this conception by I i
ot e 4o not know 2Nt fulines,

Fcomcions rebson svabiervs 10 400 4 ere the mesk
stage in our moral advance and when, by our willing, e have
reached that stage, our reason will reveal to us a further stage.
Green was in agrecment with Hegel that the moral idcal is
thus to be progressively attained only in a social life which
we share with other self-conscious heings.

Itis not only in man that the spiritual principle of the
universe manifests tself in rational a
and plant life there is a co
in what we now call ‘goal-directed" activit
70 reason to_think that animals are sclf-co
reficcton t

mental processcs. Reason works uneonsciously
al world, but s the animal dovelopes into the

d iple becomes open_ and
Green the realization ofa ‘man’s spiritual
the aim of morality is linked up with the
Process of evalution.Green held that the signs of reason in
the animatc and cven in the insnimate universe ar due 1o
the fact

the ultimate reality of the universe is the one
self-conscious intelligence which men call God.
There is a ¢ertain vaguencss in Green as
to how the individual Ilullun mind is rek:
mind, but Green held ex
ductions of God's spirit, and for this reason, we arc able in a
small measure to understand in our sciences and philosophies
the universe which is God's creation and 1o play our part in
bringing into fuller self-consciousness the spiritual principle
in oursclves

Like Hegel, Green traced dhe growth of the
principle in the course of history. n has doveloped in
Lll-conseiousncss, his moralty s fncren
and he has realized more and more that the
intentions which e can observe only hy reflection arc more
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significant for morality llun the mere outside hodily move-
menis, And the moral ideal has become wider, for a5 man
has engaged in refiection, he has realized that goodness must
‘be shown not merely to his own family or tribe or nation, but
‘o all mankind, and even in some measurc to the animal
world. It appears to him irrational to set nasrower bounds
han it oo sphere of moral relations and so historically
there a gradual extension of the area within which
the rules of morality arc held to appl
Mackenzie, in s treatment ¥ OF Green, ! used the terms
‘rational’, *spiritual’, and ‘self-conseious’, as if they describe
the same clement in human nature, and ethical idealists are
et 1o cause confsian by doing sa. The term ‘spiitual” is
however, a very wide and somewhat vague term, including
o ms higher aspirations, towards creative art, com-
h God and deal socal reltions, a3 well as che
inelcctual quest for truth and self-consisency.
on the other hand, is a term applying to the activi
the imellec, pardeularly those more abstract o
of logic and athematics with which men exereise their
intellectual powers. There docs not scem to be any more
moral goodness in such rational activities than in others
which ccnnnly make less use of the reason, for cxample
the making of music. What gives plausibility 1 the con-
fusion of the rational and the spiritual is the fact that in all
spiritual activities one condition of success is the
working together of all the capacitics concerned
from contradiction in the sense that we do not dct in ways
Which hinder ane another or which imply = belicf in state:
ments that contradict one another, We may express this by
saying that frecdom from contradiction is one among se
characteristics of the good while it is the chief characteri
of the rational. It may be admitted that a theory of idealism
like that of Hegel held on metaphysical grounds that the good
and the rational are idemtical, but in the phenomenal sipect
of the moral life to whic his is almost confined,
they cerainly are not ot it generally the case that
good actions done with understanding are better than those
Genc unconsciously and this was what Socrates emphasized
zie: Manual of Ethics, Bk, 11, Ch. 5, 6.
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when he said that knnwlcdge is virtue. To this
increasing self-consci may mean an increasing good-
ness. Vet the highest orpe type of moval character is ahen thought
1 be that of the man wha docs good works without thirking
about them, for to him goodness has become a second nature.
In any case, ‘spln(ual' “rational’ and ‘self-conscious’ are
not synonyms.

§4. My Station and its Duties
,.0mc o the difficlies of the standard as perfction, a5 we
t the beginning of this chaper, is the fact that no in-
Gividual can aitain t the perfection of al his capacitics, and
that the attempt to do so would be socially unfortunate, for
1o one would be able to specialize in the single direction in
which he may be able to render outstanding services to his
community. So, with most idealists, each person is thought
of as having his own particular place in a social system that is
Sonsciouly aiming at the realization of & perfect humanity.
re great difficulties in this vlew Mﬂn conscious
aspirations towards perfecion belong (o uals and not
to a_ mythological group
gains meral porfecton only in 1o fr 3 ¢ ond to 1 perfec-
n of Tdealists are on safer grounds when they
P Trom e mividut i right to the Absolute mind,
re, according to the theistic members of their school,
there is qespncrcte persorality who may consciouly aim at
the pertl 3 of humanity s & whe
In the concrete moral life the ]Mng of a good life assuredly
means the performing of a particular function in the com-
munity. The negative rules im ¥ ou or even
by the innr voice of conscience wend (o make men think that
oodness s a matter of abst from types of conduct
that are forbidden, and the positive side of morality is reduced
10 a vague benevolence. A decper insight shows that it is in
the faithful and honest discharge o i daily work that the
an lives most of his life and manifests his goodness.
s Evbical Studie, perhaps the most stimulating book on
that was produced in the nincteenth century, F. H.
Bndley pointed out that cach individual has a particular
*station" in the society to which he belongs, for example as
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teacher o as farmer or as labourer, and the most imporiant
part of his moral life consists in carrying out the duties of this
particular station.! In doing so he is likely to_discover a
‘wider sphere of morality, for example in the social contacts
he makes with his fellow-workers, but _the dutics that lic to
his hand in his everyday occupation still hold the first place
in his moral life. Even if we arc able to do very little for the
perfection of mankind as a whole, we certainly can do the
luties of our own particular st . It is by attending to
these that we shall discover practically the right compromise
between self-realization and self-sacrifice which has been
oralists.  In doing our daily duty we shall
both spend our lives in the service of our fellow-men and
develop towards perfection those of our own capacitics which
are most worth while developing. The fact that my par-
ticular station differs from the particular stations of others
will mean that the course of development is different for
diffcrent individuals. The aim of the good life is on no
account 10 turn men out on the same pattern, cven although
it were a pattern of moral perfection like a row of guardsmen
of cqual height. Iis aim s to make to some degree unique
ities, and surcly this is another example of that creative-

ich is fundamental both to life and to morality.

§5. Eudacmonism
‘We have secn that, in his theory of self-realizati: . Avistotle
used ‘cudaimonia’, the word for ‘hi}%ness’, to

describe the moral end, and the name ‘cudacmonism’ is
used for a group of moral theorics which connect the state
of ‘happiness’ with the process of self-realization. We may
define cudaemonism as the ethical theory which regards the
moral end as the perfection of the total nature of man, in-
volving his fullest happiness in the realization of his eapacitics.
According to this theory, happiness differs from pleas

being the accompaniment not of onc particular activil
of the harmonious co-operation of all & man's activitics,
(b) in being a more permancnt and less changeable state of
mind, and (c) in being morc closely bound up with the
activities which it accompanics, so that it is not inappropriate
thical Stuudies, Pssay \'.

“Mradiey
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10 speak of the activitics as in some sense  part of the happi-
ness. In the fullest sense of the word, happiness can only be

icated of a life as a whole—a fact that is expressed in
the saying ofSclon quoted by Arisotle:! Call no man happy
Gl he is dead.” We may, however, say that an individual
is bappy in 2 I less absolute way, if we take into account o

ve group of harmonious activities. The

gestion cuducmomsm thax happincss, 3 kind of higher
pleasure, e end of the moral Jife takes us back into many
& the mitations and dificulies of hedonism. 1t is probably
truc (0 say about happiness what we have alrcady said about
pleasure; just as pleasure is not the aim of our actions but an
accompaniment of their normal and successful performance,
50 happiness is not the aim of our lives bu
ment of the normal and successful carryi
of our station, to usc again Bradicy's phrase.

It armonious carrying out of diffcrent functions of our
organism that makes happiness different from pleasure. In
any theory of the standard as perfection this harmony must
find a large placc. In the psychological part of our study we
saw that the development of character consists largely in the
harmonizing of our different sentiments and universes of
desire, and in our study of the law of reason we were led to
admit that one condition for good willing is coherence, the
state in which our acts of will form a harmonious whole, and
in no sggse contradict onc another. Eudacmonism has
again en]" Ysized this truth by showing that such harmonious
co-operatioh produces a hedonic quality that is morally
superior to that of mere pleasantness, namely happiness.

§6. Conclusion

The view of the standard as perfection provides in some

measure a middle way between dcontological and tele-
ological theorics of ethics. Deontologists say that the good-
ness of conduct depends entirely on the conduct itself; tele-
ologists say that it depends on the goodness of the cffects of
the conduct. The perfection theory also holds that the good-
ness of conduct depends on the goodness of the result to which
it leads, the relevant cflcct being that of a perfected character.

1 Aristotle : Nicomachean Ethics, Bk. I, Ch.
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It is difficult, however, (o say what a perfect character is
g u o Y .

in good conduct. In this case the standard as perfec:
would still require an analysis of what we mean by calling
‘conduct . For, if we maintain that good conduct is
merely that which leads to good character, and good character
is merely that character which manifests itself in good conduct,
then we arc argui irele. .
Nevertheless, the view of the standard as perfection does
make clear certain characteristics of the good life. ~ In Green's
theory we have an explicit recognition that some clements in
human nature arc more worthy of realization than others
and that what we may call the spiritual clement is that which
is most worthy of development. This is A view which is
needed to correct the suggestion made by hedonism that all
activitics are of equal value, provided that they give cqual
totals of pleasantness. We are not prepared to identify this
spiritual clement with pure intcllcctual reason of the kind
used in logic, although it is the case that consistency or
coherence in ing is one featurc of the good life. From
Bradlcy we learned the truth that perfection is not the same
for all individuals; each man's duty depends on  his
particular station, and in fulfilling this duty ¢ach man can
realize his own special and probably unique kind of perfection.
Eudaemonism points out that the harmonious realization of a
man’s capacities is accompanicd by a lasting happ? - =ss which
is different from and superior to the mere pleasa’ - “1ss which
accompanies the satisfiction of cach separate impulse or
esire.
‘This view, however, ignores certain facts about the good life.
It is almost certainly the case that our human nature cannot
this h in the way of moral goodness without
struggle, and struggle is painful for it generally involves the
checking and suppressing of certain of our desires. And the
Jimitations of our human life mean that we have certainly
to sacrifice the development of some capacitics in order that
‘we should reach perfection as far as we can in other dircctions,
and this means self-sacrifice as well as self-realization. The
conditions of society, at any rate as we know them, demand
that the individual should sacrifice his own good, and that
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may mean his own perfection, to the good of his society as a
whole.  Many whose education has been interrupted by the
service of their country in a time of war, fecl that in one direc-
tion at any rate uhcir advance touards perfecion has suffered
an irrepaeable
T Giscussion im this chaptcr has ot solved the quesion
with'w which it began: ' W ‘our human nature
vorth developing* excepeinthe \cry vague assertion
That the spi lement in human pature is the one mosk
worthy of realization. Onc possible way of answering this
question .s lhc consndcrlmm ol' :hc results or the kinds of
conduct il ged, the
Consideration which. xelmlogms fufd o be Tundamental for
cthics.  If we can make up our mind as to which results of
human activity are most worth while, we may be able to tell
which of our capacities require to be developed to produce
these results, and we may conclude that these are the eapacitis
mast worth developing. The quastion w8 1o which rouulis
h ivi wort hat will

us in the next chapter.

o



Chapter XII
THE STANDARD AS VALUEL

§1. The Concept of Value
In our first chapter we made a distinction between ethics
which deals with good and bad conduct and axiology which
deals with good and bad things generally, beautiful pictures
and mystic experiences as well as good conduct. Axiology
i sometimes defined a8 the scence of value, and one group
of ethical theorics, the telcological group, holds that w}
call an action right or good all that we mean is that it
about consequences that are of value. Unfortunately he
common practice in English is to use the word good and not
the word valuable when referring to things of value, and, at
the risk of some ambiguity, we shall have to refer to things
of value as yood things. 1 s clear that there may be good
s, in this axiological scnse,
ions, such as

are not affected in any
he stary heavens above,
and cthiesis not at all concerned with thesc.
things pmduced in part by human action which atg.commonly
Icd good, some appear to be pmduw by ac
ould o wsually call ¢ nglll' or good in cthics
quality of the conduct of n wine producer is commonly judged
on other grounds than whether the winc he produces is good
or bad, Prohibitionists would hold that i conduct
engaged in_his trade js always wrong; and cven those wh
admit s righines will hold that this s affcied only in 4
lesser degree by the quality of the wine he produces. We
shall call those consequences of human actions which may be
held 0 affect the rightness of the action ‘morally good” or
“morally bad", and it is to be remembered that these con-
soquences may b cvens including seions, a5 well 2 what
we usually call things. (It is jus of the characteristics
of deontotegical theerics of chies hat they held that actions
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c the only objecis that can be morally good.) Our problem
then is: *Which conscquences of valuc can be appropriately
regarded as mmuy good?” The term ‘value” itself came to
ethics by way of economics, and in economics it is used for
@) value 5 i use, that T, the capacity of an objec (o satisty
3 human need or desire, and (b) value in exchange or the
amount of ane commodily that can be abisined in cxchange
for another, which in modern times is gencrally recko
s of mancy and expressed as he price of the commodity.
The probibitionist cannor deny that wine has & value in use,
for it certainly satisfics & human need or at any rate a human
desire, and when we call a wine good, probably the greater
¥t of what we mean is that this paricular winc i more
Satisfying to the human palate than others (although we may
include an acsthetic quality also in our judgement). We
can leave aside the concept of ‘value in exchange’ with one
vemark.  We are not likely to make the mistake that morally
good things can be estimated in terms of money, but there is
a real danger of our supposing from the analogy of cconomic
value in exchange that good things, including the morally
good, can always be estimated in quantitative terms so that
e can calculate how much plessure would compensate us,
for example, for loss of od, It was on
this_analogy that the ut st about making. the

hedonistic calculus, One can imagine a Dr. Faustus suppos-
ing in hiricansaction with the devil that he had before b
the com & Mive costs of his alternatives, but it scems far

im the ordinary posi of the moral lifc.
The cconomic idea of *value in use’ points to a very im-
nction among things of value.  Sir David Ros
distinction between objects of satisfaction and
n.t Objects of satisfaction have what the
economists hie in use'; everything that is satisfying
n beings in any way whatever has got such a value,

by pleasant objects, in as far as they are pleasant, are
certainly objects of satisfacti ¢ is the contention of this
chapter that objects are ney morally good merely becawe
ey are objects of satisfaction; anyone who maintains that
they are is committing the naturabitic fallacy.  Yet in our

W, D. Ross: Foundations of Ethics, p. 270.
®
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common speech such hings arc very commonly referred to

25 g0od, simply because they are satktying to the speaker.
may bring

nse o the ward « e p‘non who admires the

except
s admiration is a_poychologically sathTying cont
o o one couta o tha e s ety of Tomg Lenr

nu:ﬁa a human desire. We must not say, however, that
Iy good sbiecs are by definiton objects of admifation
and nothing. d.w that would be again to commit the natural-
e iy 5 Davia Ros wiats of wardhy objocs of
admiration and of ‘worthy" or ‘fit* objects of satisfaction,!
and we shall need to examine whether such objects are o be
included among the good things at which we ought to aim.
common division of values has been into insiru-
mental values and. absolutc values. An instramental va
is the valuc that a thing has because it is a means of ng
something clsc of value.  The value of a machine for pecling
potatoes s entirely instrumental; if peeled potatoes had ot
the valuc (also inyrumental) of satstying human hunger, 3
potato-pecling machine would not have had any value
Vnatsotver. Al the valucs in wse wi economics
deals are instrumental values. A thing that is good in itsell
and not because of its consequences has absolutc value. It
is commonly thought that orly things of abtolute valu can
b regarded as morally good because it s held that only such
things can be worthy objects of our ad
seems to be wrong; a piece of conduct whic 4
t an cnd may he a worthy object of adnira.
explains why we can admirc and regard as morally good the
brave deeds of a soldier fighting for a cause that we believe
to be a wrong cause; his action is a means to a bad end but
itisa woﬂhy ‘object of admiration on account of its courageous
qualit
In the carlics sections of this chapter we shall confine our-
selves as far as we can to the teleological view that an action is
right or morally good because it lcads to consequences of
salue, conscquences wlich may be things or evens, which,
50 far as we have scen, may be of absolute value or instru-
mental valuc, and which, we have suggested, are to be found
10p. cit. p. 279.
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among objets of admiraion sathr than objects of sati-
s, e s far suggsted which good con-
sequences are worthy objecs of admiration.  In doing
we shall need to bring in fgm the deontological view that
Sctions are of value apart fom their comsequences. Before

doing 0 we shall consider a conception, closcly akin to that of
absolute value, but more carefully defincd, the conception of

“intrinsic’ value.

S2. Intrinsic Value

Things may have value as parts of other things of val
or as means to ends of value. A pair of spectacles would
practically no value, except as a curious example of man's
reative ingenuity, unies there were behind the spectacle

10 see through them,  The value of spectacles is certainly

o nstrumental value  they are valuable a6 means t b wsed
by cyes for sccing objects. Some things may have valuc as
part of a nrger wholo: a particular lems may be quitc widess
by itself, but as part of a telescope it may be of such ereat
value that, 3 ¢ were to be los, the telescape would be use
We may call hoth these classes of valuc, value as means to an
end and value as part of a whole, extrinsic values; there ‘is
probably i
between them. ~ In contrast to these, there arc objects which
appear to have such value, that they would retain it even if
they wdnto exst completely alone. According (o the
saints, &umn with God is such an cxptnen Tak

verything clsc away and the experience of co i
God would stll be of value, ‘Ao Luther put it in his great
ymn:

* And though they take my life,
Goods, hanour, children, i,
Yet is their profit small,
These,things shall perish al,
The city of God remaineth!"

We may illustrate the concept of intrinsic values from cthical
theories which we lave aircady consdered. Sidguick held
that pleasure was a thing of intrinsic valuc, indecd the o

thing of intrinsic value. In his ‘cool hour' of reflection
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Sidgwick saw (hat if nothing remained. except the_bare
experience of pleasant feeling, it would still be of value. Kant,
on the other_hand, ness or happiness not
: g extrinsic value only
in the cas o it forming part of an intrinsically good whale,
H held that in an ideal universe virtue would be

ith an appropriate amount of happincss. In s em
irtuc combined with an appropriate amount of happiness’
is imrinsically good: happiness by itsell s not intrinsically

It is possible that things of intrinsic value may be cither
elementary and incapable of further analysis or complex
wholes that can be analysed. In the example which we have
us given, Sidick held that he only thing which is of in-

c value is the elementary process of pleasant affection.
Teisa more common siew that vt things of intrinsic value
are complex in structure, and Dr. Moore considers that they
are complex structures ‘of a special kind which he calls
\organic whole”. Incidentally, some thinkers v consider
that he plosure i

hole ; for it cor
quality and cons ty of
this analysis holding that the consciousness and the plutnn|~
ness arc identical.) There is, however, here a strong argu-
ment against the view that  simple abtract quality like
pleasantness is intrinsically valuable. It is in
only by a direct expericnce or intuition that we K riwhether
a thing has intrinsic value or not. Al attempts v ¥establish
the valuc of a ¢ 2 can only thow that it 1
extrinsically valuable in relation to, or as a mcans o, other
things mentioncd in the argument. ~We can never expericnce
abstract processes by themselves; we cannot for example have
pleasantness alone in our minds, and so we never can know
dirctly that it would sll have value, i it were to oxis quite
by itsclf. Many people would carry this argument further
and say that in those conditions where pleasantness is most
alone, because the experience has lost its other clements of
valuc as in the drunkard’s pleasant stupor or the drug
addict's pleasant somnolence, the value of the experience
ly disappears in spite of the fact that the pleasantness
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still remains. Intuition can at most tell us that intrinsically
valuable things have pleasantness as one among. their
characieristics.

The view that invinsilly good objets are organic
sholes has been expounded by Dr. G
Ethica. The concep whole s undoubiedly
derived from that of a I|\|ng orgamsm like an animal, where
the parts of the body work together in closc relations 10 onc
another. It is used also for the unity of a work of art, like a
great picture, where there is an analogous closeness of relation
among the parts. The wholc of an organic unity is in some
sense more than the sum of its parts. Various attempls to
express this have been made in such ways as *The parts of an
organic whole are causally dependent on onc another', or
“The parts would not be what they are except for the existence
of the whole’. As Dr. Moore points out, these are not very
imtellgible cxplanations and it is doubdfl i thy are tru of
any real whole. All that they express is the closencss o
Telutions ‘of the parts 1o the whole. Dr. Moore himselt
explains an organic whole in terms of value, for he defines it
as a wholc “where the value of the whole bears no regular
Proportion (0 the sum of the valucs of its parts”. This is the
casc with living organisms; the limbs and organs of the body
taken separately have very small valucs, so that, if these were
mercly added together, they would come 1o nothing like the
value ofgaljving body. This is also the case with a work of
et thel, Sursin 3 pcture by Rembrands ar separacly of
Titde valié, 9 is suggested by the small price the painter
would have 10 give the merchant for them., but the value of
the picture as a wholc is very great indecd.
consequence is that cven if we are convinced by
that onc part makes a special contribution to the alur of the
whole, the mere increasing of that contribution need not a
10 the'value of the whole. A particular patch of colour may
be the crowning beauty of a picture, but the spreading of that
colour over a larger arca is more likely t0 detract from than
add 10 the beauty of the picture as a whole. Dr. Moore,

probably becaus of his metaphysical thory,ignores another
fact about an organic whole; cach part may have a value of

¥ Moore: Principia Ethica, Ch. 1.d, §§xviii-xx.
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s own, and that value may be affected by it place in the
teh of colour may be uty
i el but s beauty wil be aficcted by 1 relation (0 the
other colours in the picture. We may doubt whethe
biologists would be ready to accept Dr. Moore's definition o
an organic wholc in terms of value; they certainly use similar
tions without bringing in the notion of value at all.

3
=3

a purpose
cither immanent in the c organic whole usdfor m llw mind of its
scientist might not be ready to accept. Even

. Moore is not giving the strict connotation
m rga iic whole” in his definition, and cven if e
hold that there are other true things that can be said a
it we must sl admit that what he has said about the valuc of
the whole in relation to the valuc of its parts | is substantially
truc, although it may not serve as a def

Il ctrhmly is the casc that many of the lhlngs 1o which good

aspire are complex, and some of them at any rate scein

wobe organic wholes in Dr. Moore’s sense of that term.  In
the en,oymn of beauty, many different
ve and objective, are combined in an ex-
For instance, understa;
probably one element in the enjoys
if it becomes too prominent, and
the mind, the enjoyment is lessencd rather tha, >
We may ask whether there are elements common (0 all the
“worthy objects of admiration’ which are intrinsically valuablc
and may be regarded = orgamc wholes, and we may be told
in reply that conscious  such clement and pleasant-
ness s another such element, In our expericnce intrinsically
good things imply consciousness and pleasantness; but these

alone would not be sufficient s y g
which are not intrinsically
expericnce | ¢, which is intrinsically

2, containg both consclowsneas and pleasantness and, s we
havé scen, incresing pleasanines here means i
badpess. To g analogy with a picture, whil
i trae that nevery i y good whole, pleasantness is
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present at an element (snd this is the wruth empliasiasd by
hedonism), it does not follow t
amount of pleasantness in an ekpcnmee would add (0 its
value, any more than the increasc of one colour would add
to the value of a picture. Introspection confirms this and
shows us that there can be too much pleasantness in some
experiences and this may mean a decrease in their value.
Some of the more mawkish mystics seem to have a morally
inferlor expericnce of communion with God becawse of its
overwhclmmg pleasantness in w revel. Even the
Epicurcans someiimes reakivd diat positve plessure had 1o
be kept in a secondary place in the good life. Kant was
nearest the mark when he talked of an appropriate amount of
happiness in a complete good.

§3. Intrinsically Good Things as the Aim of Moral Action

What things are intrinsically good, and which of them are
distinctively moral goods? In his Principia Ethica Dr. Moore
mentions the enjoyment of beautiful objects and the pleasure
of human intercourse. There is no doubt but that these are
experiences which would he: good even if they were to exist
quite alone, but there are other experiences also, such as
communion with God, the comprehension of truth, the ex-
perience of aristic creativeness or even the enjoyment
satisfying our bodily app«:mes, \\)nch have an equal claim
to the napk of intrinsic goods wi those mentioncd by

wonld e o hat e

hould exist by sl than dhat moth
all. If pleasantness were to exist alone (although
k that it can exist alone), it would
De an intrinsic good ; its existence would be better than its
non-existence.

Ve have scen that there may be intrinsically good things
which cannot be affected by human cndeavour at all (the
starry heavens, for example, apart from a human or any

other spectater), and these cannot be monl goods. Kant
explicitly maintained that the intrinsic goodness of virtue
along with the appropriate amount o happincs could only
in its happiness aspect be brought about by God or some
¥ Moore: Principia Ethica, Ch. 6, §exiii.
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similar cosmic provider, and not by human amangement.
Even most of the intrinsic goods which were mentioned in
our last paragraph are also dependent to a large cxtent,
although not entirely, on other conditions than the voluntary
actions of human agents. The enjoyment of beautiful
objects depends on the natural endowment of the agent and
on he cxmtence of such objects in the natural world, as well
as on the deliberate cultivation of taste. The pleasure of
human intercourse. depends partly on the matural endoy
ments of those who enjoy the intercourse, for example abi
‘0 speak, and pardy on the will of ur companions 3s well z
iendship that is merely willed by one party is no
ral Tiendship st al.- Simiarly ‘commupion. with God
comprehension of truth and conscious creativeness d
partly on the enjoyer's natural endowments, and parcly on the
objects towards which the enjoyment is directed, the nature
of God, the complesities of nature and the materials used
art.Pleasantness itself has long been recogni:
ing an aler conditions a5 well 35 the il of t
g0od health and outward circumstanes.
of the great practical difficulties of a lelcoloqncal theory of
ethics. There is never any complete certainty that the en
‘sought will be atiained by our human
o varied arc the outide condidons concer
«

“This action is probably right because in many cases in our
as produced 2 ccrtain resul

Another queston s *Which of thas intrinsic goods s most
worth attaining?’ Can we say of any one of them that
intrinsically better than dhe others? We had to ask a similar
quesion with regard to the end a4 perfcdon, and. then ve
were only able 10 give it a very limited answer. To begi
with it can be said definitely that objects of admiration Tk

ore highly than  objs satisfaction. Intrinsic. g
which arous the special fcling state that we call admiration

intrinsically better than those which cause mere satis-

fction. Tndecd, we have gone 30 far 4 to suggest hat




The Standard as Value 239

obiecs,of satsfaction as such, while ey are certainly good
in the broad sene of good uscd for all objcts of value in
axiology, are hovgdiel goods at all. It may seem evident
that we makie moral Judgements bout actions Ieading merely
fo the satkfuction of our appeitey cating and drinking for
example, by ot s objects ofsaisfaction that e §
them 105 as an-object of satisaction that a ‘ood
wine is )ndg-: in axiology = better than an ordinary wine.
‘What then of Sir David Ross’s ‘worthy or fit objects of satis-
our opinion dhese are abjcis of our morl
judgement, not as objects of satisfaction, but as worthy
objects of admiration. We have then confined our moral
g00ds 10 objects of admiration but, apart from the obvious
istic fallacy of defining ings in terms of the
¢ state of admiration, it is notorious that we oficn
admire (he wrong things. The intrinsic goods that are the
aims of right or good actions are worthy objects of admiration.
word *worthy" is difficult 10 definc. One suggestion is
that it can only be defined in connexion with the deontological
wotion of rightness which we shall consider in the last section
of this chapter. The intuitionists hold that it is only by a
direct intuition that we can say that intrinsically good things
are morally worthy of admiration and atainment. The
theory suggested, admiedly an inchoate and undeveloped
theory, in this i suggests that our
goods rather than others i i some way in accordance wil

the ‘I e,
One we can say about those moral goods which arc
worthy objects of admiration. The actions lcading to them
must
ness which were mentioned in Chapter 1V, and shih are
casiex 10 cxplain on a deontological theory of et e
account can be given, however, of ‘obligatoriness’ G tele-
ological theory. ~ Various intiinsically good things have the
ver of casting a spell on crtan individual so that they
feel constraincd to r lives o the pursuit of these
things. The saints ;lnve n s way for communion with
God, the d the men of science for the com-
prehsion of ruth, The aviss for the creation of ncw objects
of beauty, wider commonalty spread”, there it an
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e towardsthe ajoymen of esuty awd huenan Rllowship
although in these c peculiar sense of obl ness is

en Jac] that
“ith Gad, oy the otdmary ‘man hardly feels that in the same
way he ought to seck intercourse with his neighbours or
enjoyment of beauty. These are often sought mmly =
objects of satisfaction, but when they are not regarded
satislying, the ‘ought" fecling is present; we talk of a “auty
call’, when the social intercourse is not onc that we expect
t© find satidying, and art gallerie or concet hlls may be
visited from a sensc of du s not, however, about moral
foods as the aims of right cions that we have, the strongest
sense of obligation. Most men feel an obligatoriness about
actions Iike sruthvipeaking and. hones
which they do b fec about the goods to which thes actons
cad.  Which of the hedonists in actual

A he truth?  While
there is a certain plausibility in supposing that the actions
which are commonly regarded as good or right do lead to
pleasure, and perhaps in a special way to pleasant human
intercourse, many scem to have nothing to do with most of
the other cnds wlich we have cited 2 posibe cases of moral
i goods. It is only in an indirect way that honesty
1Fcan lead 10 the comprehension of truth o 10 the

m acti
reation of beautiful objects, and an honesty that.

Soch indirec cnda n view would hardly appear {
ob]«lofldmlmu . Indecd e may question
these goods ar moral goods at all; what is most
important morally & o shak i aim 2t the but the s
that we make of them when we attain them.

Tn a theory of the type of Rashdall’s ‘Ideal Utiltarianism®s
an attempt is made (6 arrange the intrinsic goods st which
2 man ought 10 aim in a system, and Rashdall gave due place
10 the happiness which utilitarians regarded as the solc moral
end, but he reserved the supreme place for what he called
virtue and what will be called in the next “good
Characier, Nea 10 virtue were such goods a5 intlicewal
“civity and the appreciation of beauty, and pleasure eame
* Rashdall: Theory of Good and Evil, Vol. I. 184- 2:
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low in the scale of goods, even lower than some other relatively
simple Fecling st ke compassion and sympathy. Rashelall
did not discuss a_unifying pnnaplc among such goods and
his only method of judging whether a particular thing was to be
regarded as a moral good was. l)y m n in the case of cach
particular good se] A n which Rashdall
retained his m-lumanpm is nm his theory is out and out
teleological. The rellglous man, however, has claimed in all
ages that communion with God is the highest of goods.
Aristotle and other philosophers have held that the con-
templative life of the philosopher is the highest life so that for
them comprehension o trath would cither ke the place of
or share the highestplace with that com-

communion wi
munion, which lscll’n kind of contemplation. I Profcssor
Reid and M. B ight in holding that morality is

eser creative, the hightt goods are. the producl: o
creative art in the widest sense of the word. Most peo
would agree that the goods we have mentioned rank Inghcr
than the pleasures of human intercourse and cnjoyment of
beauty, and these in turn rank higher than those pleasures,
such asthe pleasursofthe appetie, whicharc argely mttery
her than of Mere
hy il would probably come very low on the seaie, athough
its presence as an accompaniment or constitucnt of all the
higher values makes (his excecdingly difficult 1o judge by
vay of ifBgpection. A similar diffculy appears when we
1y to dﬂ‘j whether the consciousncs of frcedom is isll
an it curs as a constituent or perhaps an
Sccompaniment of all the higher goods; and it nover securs
by itself for frecdom is always frecdom to perform some
conevete activity, either mental or physical. If frecdom s an
nsic good, it is difficult o tell its place in the scale of
rinsic goods. Indeed it is doubtful whether such a scale
can be made at all, for the particular intrinsic goods which
an individual oughl 10 scek surely depend on his station and
. nsion of truth obviously takes a
higher place for the philosopher and the sciendst than it docs
for the artist. It is more important for the man of affairs to
scek the pleasures of human intercourse than for cither
philosopher or artist, although this may be as an instrumental




242 An Introduction to Ethics

and not always an intrinsic good for him. Most young
Tndians to-day hold that i thcir particular station and

goods than it would in a free country of long standin
we can say about all these intrinsic moral goods is that they
we worth achieving by any good man so far as the oppor-
tunities of his lfe offer. “The best man may achieve them all
10 some degree but the degree to which he will achicve one
rather than another will depend on his station and its dutics.

§4. Guod Character as the Moral End

In our list of moral goods, w
worthy. objm: o[admin o

ch a ically good and
o we have dchl.n:uu.ly left out

o
of all—the cnjoyment of a Bood character: s importance
justifics a scparate, section dealing ith it Some moraliss
confine the term ‘moral good® to good character and the
Tt ctminly s in accordance with
our common intuitions to hold that a perfeet character or a
virtuous human personality is the highest among moral
goods, but it is exceedingly i
hesc terms

ight actions merely
go0d characier s simply arguing in a
right actions to those Icading to other intrinsic
g00d characte s (o leave out 10 great xtcnt &
ns as speaking the truth and dealing honcsll
fail 1 cxplain the obligatorinss of right actions i reaso
ableway. “The casist way of giving good e).mmf its placc,
haps its unique place, among m bring in o
deontological vicw of cthics, which ol o right actions or
morally good actions are themselves intrinsically good; they
are not right merely because they are means 1 some end.
o accept the deontological view by itsclf would be o deny
moral but not axiological value ic intrinsic_goods
wlich have been mentioncd in the last section, and: that
seems too great a ut deontologists can reasonably
maintain that right a o as a maticr of fact lead to
Thes infinsically good consequences lthough they may deny
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that it s this conducivencss 10 zood conscquences which
makes them good. We must admit that most of the actions
which deontologsts call right or merally good have cfets
of two kinds. (a) They produce consequences which are
Inuinscally food such as human fllowship or pleasue.
strict dconlologin holds that the action would still be right
even if it were not to produce the intrinsically good conse-
auence, and he has the support of the common man in this
nesty may be generally the best polucy in the sense.
¢ produces the best posible conscauences, but a raan s
St ngl\l to be honest in cases where he knm qul(t well
that in_ his particular circumstances his honest action is to
have an unfortunate result. Most people woul X
on the other hand, that of two actions cqualy right i ther-
selves from view of purc deontology it w
always better o choose the one with the mlm-.ually better
conscquences.  There is, however, an im inction
Fere. Bevween comequences that are objecs of satstacion
and those that arc objects of admiration, If I say that i
good for me (o cat a dish I like rather lhln one I dislike, it
being understood that for the deontologit both are equally
right, I am usi \vord good in & mercly axiclogial way.
The one dish is more nlxsfymg than the other. 1f however
is equally right for me to give my neighbour one of two
es and 1 take the trouble to find out which will give him
the greatgg pleasure, my a ome in some small
object of admiration, and to give him the extra
pleasure W¥Hhorally good. This distinction probably holds of
other intrinsically good consequences as well as pleasure,
but hardly 10 the same degrec. A right action which I
to a greater creativeness on the part of my neighbour is
morally better than one which leads to my own greater
creativeness. Here, however, we may be judging by a purcly
teleological standard.

(b) The other sct of effects which right actions have,
consis o cfects on the chaacter of the agen, and thse are
the effects emphasiz the standard as perfection. Kant
held that *a man is an cnd in himselr and many would hold
that ‘a sweet and virtuous soul finest achievement of
the moral life.  Admittedly this is not an easy standard to
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deal it fo it s iffclt o know what a characte or 3 st
or a personality e ly is, and a great many phil
that they azsimply hypothetical eniis of the staws o the
electron or the gene. 1f we assert that a good character is
mply 2 shorthand phase for the kind of i who normally
docs i are making the good haracier which
we have sdentibed with the man merely & means 10 he per:
formance of right actions ; and while many lhmkcrs hold that
good actions and good character are the two moral in
Eoods, most of them maintain that good character (akes an
cven ligher place dhan good actons.” I acions are good in
themselves, as the deontologists say, then a good character
has certainly instrumental value, but it has also, according
10 the view of this scction, an intrinsic valuc. w has
some interesting implications. 1t is difficul to belicve that &
human being can ric vahue, unles b i momort
or the word -intring exclude the value of
cnce, W wors nd s enarep st he produces. This is
one of the few cthical theories that would demand strongly
the immorality o the oul, which Kant held to bc a posmhle

of cthics. s0 suggests the desi there
being an i ol wnig naliics, 4 we have
already suggested n our dicussion of creaive moraliy. I
there were m perfect personalitics, all identical with
one another, ult (o belicve that each individual

would have much intrinsic value; there would be
0 take his place.  According to this view it is n
dloes but what he s that matters most for mora
here there is a danger of saying about an abstra
true only of the concrete whole; it may not be possible to
separate 2 mans actions rom his ‘personality.

Many. people, who ad rinsic value of human
personality, and hold that it is ol'hlghcr value than the othec
intrinsically good things mentioned in chapter, still
hesitate to say that the conscious aim of an individual ought
10 be the attainment of a perfect personality, or the realization
of his ‘truc self” or the development of his own character,
They know from expricnce hatright actions do lad (0 such
deed the doing of right ctions s the only vy of
t. It seems telf-cvident to them, however, that the

«minin
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motive in a right action is always directed to some other end
than the agent's own henefit, most commonly to the benefit
e or more of his fellow-men, and this s truc even if the
benehtis chought of n terms of such 2 lofy conception ax
ection,  There is even 2 suggesion of egotsm about
Kan's precept that we ought to aim at our own perfection,
and at other people’s happiness. It puts a valuc on his own
slf that che good man is reluctant to put.  There s in fact &
paradox of perfectionism as well as a paradox of hedonism;
the man who sims at bis own pertection i s lkely o atah
it than the man who gives his life to the service ers.:
There arc two possible ways out of this difficulty for the
heorist. ~(a) It may be that we have here reached
its of morality. Morality that bids us seek our own
n has something slfcontradicory about it, and
s required in order to indicate that in humble walking
God ' man's awn perfecion is merely a part of some:
thing infinitely greater. (b) Tt may be that we are again
approaching onc of naturc’s fundamental laws, that the
is own good by an agent is in one respect always
" action. Itis part of the ultimate nature of things
that it should be 50, and that is all we can say about
discussion it appears that there are wonhy ‘objects
of admiration, intrinsically good things, which men ought
seek. Some of them are worthy to seck for oursclves or for
others, apghihe most imporiantof theveita pcrf fected character
althoughl’ “¥re are difficulti iming at this
Tor oursci¥) hocause of what we ave <alicd the paradox
of perfectionism. Good things, which sre merely objects of
faction are not, as such, which men ought o scck
Tor themaclvcs, bt 1o seck. them for others seems (o be in-
trinsically good and a worthy object of admiration.  Yet
oven in oue siudy of relcology it s become clear that
conduciveness to an cnd of i
in which an action can be right, To understand cven
partial way the it s
suppose that
thermselves, and this is the (Iconlolnxw )
have scen, 100, that the location of an intrinsic good, which
has no relevance for axiology, scems to be relevant for ethics.
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Another man’s intrinsically good experiences are, other
things being cqual, to be preferred morally o our own.

§5. Right Actions as Intrinsically Good
One difficulty of the teleological view is that because of
it there may be a temptation to think that the end justifics
t actions are merely right because of the
consequences to which they lead, it is difficult to explain
the common experience of actions being yong, allhongh the
agent has admittedly some good end i The tele-
ologist can only explain their wrong nnng out that
as a mater of fact the action in question Tl to same other
d end. Even in the casc of an action done :\s a means to
an end, we must iudge itsrightness not  mercly in terms of its
conduciveness to the cnd but in its fittingncss o our whole
sllualwn at the time.
c st deontological view holds that it is the action
il not its consequences which are intris
or wrong. Common opinion holds assurance that an
action like speaking the truth is right, and demands that
justice be done, even though the heavens may fall in con-
sequence. The French general who rcmarkcd on the charge
of the Light Brigade ‘It is magnificent by
s indicating that the charge had a Talue,
tic, but it had no instrumental value for winning 3
There is a danger in introduci
inirinsic value here; althoy

were 1o exist quite alone. An action is right

tuation, and this is why the lcgzlms \ morality
Fave e o aemt with *exception: Ttis true that in
the majority of cascs truth-speaking may ay be the right action,
apart from its consequences, but it is conceivable that there
are cases where it may ot be so.

Here again what is good is not an abstraction but a concrete
whole. Itis of the action as a whole that rightness or good-
mess can be predicated, not of one partial aspect of it, When
we say that it is right to speak the truth we do not indicate
merely the uttering of the words; no one imagines that there
is intrinsic goodness in the mere making of unmusical sounds
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‘we mean that the words arc uttered with the intention of
conveying truc information (o someone, and often imply that
this information has actually been conveyed. If an English-
man speaks in Greck to a person who knows no Greck, so that
the effect of true information being received docs not take
place, the statement is truc, but there is no intrinsic goodness
in the Englishman speaking the truth in this unusual way. A
the criticism levelled against deontological

theorics ignorcs the fact that an action includes to some
extent its motive, its intention and cven its conscquences.
When a deontologist says that truth-speaking is tight he is
certainly ignoring the more remote consequences such as the
pleasure or the pain that the right action causes, and it is in
doing so that he differs from the telcologist. Every deont-
ologist must admit that truth spoken from a sensc of duty is
intrinsically better than truth spoken from a fecling of malice ;
the whole action is to be considered and not mercly the out-
\ward movement of the body. It is practically very diffieult
1o say how far mental antccedents and external consequences
form part of an action, but to some cxtent they certainly do.
In making moral judgements we sometimes include more and
sometimes less, just 10 the degree that we require to make
the particular moral judgement. ‘This leaves the deont-
ological judgement somewhat vague at least in theory as
parcd with the telcological judgement which theoretically
includes all consequences of a specified kind, but it is &
vagueneftl“Yaccordance with common usage. The rightness
'has indeed the capacity of spreading itself over

the system to which it belongs. Just as telcologists consider
that a good end is the dominating factor in a system of
actions, giving them all a share of its goodness, so deont-
ologists may hold that an outstandingly good action does,
even although it is only a means, colour with rightness or
goodness the whole system 1o which it belongs. The heroism
ier fighting in a bad cause may give a moral worth

10 his military service that the bad end could never give.

In deontology, the judgement on the rightness of an action
is a matter of direct intuition, just as in teleology the judge-
‘ment on the intrinsic goodness of an cnd is & matter of direct
intuition. An action like speaking the truth, apart from its
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remoter consequences i seen intidvely to be good, Just a3
the enjoyment of beauty is seen to be an intrinsically good
experience. Ind«d[rm:nypeople this is the characteristic-
ally moral intuition for it includes in itself these elements of
fuingness and obligatoriness which sccm esential clements
in our ethical judgements in a way that no intuition of ar
intrinsically good end does. When e say that it is right o
speak the trth we see that i s the sutable thing or, 35 we
say, the ‘right’ thing to do in the situation, and we feel it
Sbligatory on ourscves 1o do fe. We may admit both types
of moral judgement. Some actions are right in themselves;
this is almost always the case with truthful, honest or just
actions. Other actions are right because of the conscquences
1o which they lead, such as the preparation of an entertain-
ment to give our neighbours pleasure; apart from its sctting
out (o please our neighbours there is nothing right about it.
There may be situations where, of two altcrnative actions,
one appearsright in selfand the other appears ight
of the consequences it will bring sbout, and in such 8 case
in b our only gide. Sucha case would be
that in which we (el a e 10 save the life of a child. Unless
ltin

piigar,
intuition, like every other genuine moral intuition, is causi

us 1o sec, however dimly and disconnectedly, a moral law of
in this particular case it may be the sacrificing of the
agent’s good to the good of others. We ki 011 3 lillle of
these ulimate moral relations of the universe t0'w. sure that
they form  cohcrent sysem it may be a pae of our relgious
or metaphysical faith that they do.




Chapter XIIT
THEORY AND PRACTICE
§1. The Purpose of Ethical Study

There are three chiel views as to the purpose of studying
cthics._(2) Many thinkers mainiain chat echics s a purely

‘morality,
but with no purpou of having any eirm ‘whatever on the
conduct of the man whostudicsit. F. H, Bradley, for cxample,

denied the possibility of cthics plvvldmg an universal rul
d canonforcuery psiblecase,and he held that asusry,
which is the attempt to apply ethical principles
doubt in our pracical experince i ulove vy in e and
more unpleasa cay, from which I myscif should be
loath to dmd 2 (b) Other thinkers hold tha the chist

Moore calls usuulry “the goal of ethical inv
and holds that the aim of ethic s o apply 1t pri
such a way as to n the art of living. (c) oher
hinkers, g probably they form the larget group, hold that,
primarily a theoretical subject which is con-
discovering the truth about moral matters, there
must be in the course of ethical investigation a constant
criticism of existing standards of morality, so that ethics
becomes a_practical subject almost in spite of itelf, Those
who take the first view have been influenced by the disrepute
into which casuistry has fallen, as Bradley's strong condemna-
tion makes evident. They have also been afiected by a
common opinion that ethical theory makes no great difference
10 practice. As Mackenzic put it, *If one set of people were
to take Kant for their guide, anotherset J. 5.
. Green, another Dr. G. E. Moore, an
‘|' H Bradley: Principles of Logic, Vol. 1, p. 269.
*G. E. Moore: Principia Ethica,

non' .

each set
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their es with care, it
doﬁpud | whether ey wo wouid ons hamaeives n subsantal
t on purcly moral issues,"s We shall begin this
chapter "ith 2 discusion of asuisry, 25 & thinker's ttude
1o casuistry will dewﬂnlm his whole view on the relation of
theory to practice.

2. Canisty

jstry is a legitimate
bt o amvnu.»ly difficult science. It is a reasonable exten-
sion of the province of ethies to examine how its principles
work out in the actual sircumstaace of the ol life.
is indeed an I
in examining such appluuuom The cngineer in applying
toactual
of dynamics, e b e sonsied i et ‘text-books,
is likely cnough to find defects in the formulation of these
principles, and may be led to new theoretical discoveries.
Similarly the moralist, in applying his standards to actu:
cases, may find that these standards lead to contradictions,
which suggest a revision in his statement of the moral
standards. The most common objcction to a general or
dogmatic_intuitionism like that described by Sidgwicks
has been that the rules discovered by intuition contradict one
another in actual life; and this leads a moralist ta.xeconsider
and revise his theory. If cthical principles are i vonstanily
checked up by secing how they work in practidy; che whole
subject will become a Philosopher's antasy away altogether
from the lives of good and bad me

The fact that casuistry was misused at one period of history
is no argument against it, any more than it is an argument
against the discoverics of science to say that they have been
‘misused for purposes of human slaughter. The Jesuits in the
post-Reformation period on some occasions used arguments of
casuistry to defend conduct that appears wrong to the in-
tuitions of common sensc. As 2 matter of fact a great many
of the objections that have been made to the *casuistry” of

1 Mackenzic: Manual of Ethics (6th Edition), p. 239.

*Sidgwick : Methods of Ethics, Bk. IIL.
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the Jesuits are really objecti he doctrine of*probabili
which they used in their moral arguments. Probabilism
held that an action could be justified by the production of the
opinion of one Christian doctor in its favour. ‘In matters
oF Conscience o which.there T some. disagrecment e
authorities t is lawful to follow any course in support of which
the authority of a recogized doctor of the Church can be
cited."t The introduction of such an arbitrary standard is
not an essential part of casuistry; indeed, a valid casuistry
would accept its standards only from an established system
of cthics.

There are certainly objections to casuistry. The subtleties
and sophistrics into which the Jesuits arc alleged to have
fallen are to some extent an inevitable consequence of the
nature of casuistry itself. In the moral lifc it is better to
direct our attention to the broad principles of morality and to
let the details look after themselves. The man who is fussing
all the time about insignificant details in matiers of honesty 13
not likely to be as good a man as the man who is 5o strong in
rinciples of integrity and generosity that he does not need
to worry about the honesty of particular transactions, T}
latter in most cases becomes so sensitive (0 the right thing
in matters of honesty that he knows dircctly what to do with
no_casuistical calculation. It may be suggested that the
chief practical value of the study of theoretical cthics is that
it saves n from the casuistical details which trouble

conscien ™ 2) people, by giving him a broad outlook which
uses hit 0 look beyond petty rules to far-reaching ideals
and universal principles.  If these arc in his mind lic is more

likely to do the right thing almost unconsciously in a particular
situation. Casuists must certainly be carcful not (o empha-
size 50 much the circumstances of the particular case of con.
science as to divert attention from the moral principles in.
volved. ~ Their truc business—and it is an extremely difficult
business—is to make the larger moral principles stand out
clearly from the mass of complex details in the actual situation
with which they are concerned.

Other objections which have been made to casuistry as a

: p Jmade

fol
+ Oxford English Dictionay,
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that they cannot be analysed. This is equal to the assertion
that casuistry is very difficult, but other sciences, medicine
for example, do not gve up i despaie because thy are con
with ¢ arc cxtremely complicated. (b)
T o sl i Seat with particular cascs; science deals
with universals. The answer to this objection is that casuists
themselves have always realized that they are dealing with
classes of cases. (c) If casuists are dealing with classes of
cases they cannot deal with particular moral cases, cach of
‘which is unique and does not repeat itsclf. This may have
 some measure of truth, but the casuists would maintain that

is held that all lying is wrong. (d)
on sense is 8 likely to be right as 8 casuistical argument
in discovering the rightness or wrongness of an action in a
particular situation, This criticism denies that experience
improves the capacity for making judgements, a view that is
accepted without question in most spheres of life; the casuist
is the man upmn«d in deciding the rightness or

of actions. (c) The casuist requires to know not only mg
principles of ethics, but the details of the sphere of lfe in whic!

an action takes place; for example, in ,uagm; the rightness o{
an airman engaging ‘in low flying’ he onow the
technical details of aviation. Here - gain ( “Objec
* states xhn casuistry s extremely difhcult, noe that it is
possibl casuist takes a legal view of mor
ERd tonds 10 ignore the frecdom and creati
characterize the_higher forms of morality. TI
another form of the general objection made
parsgraph, which appears 10 be the one valid objection

agains
who find their chief

try.
There will shways
interst in purcly heoretical elhm. Just as there are chermists

eir chief interest in purcly theoretical chemistry.
Thertwil bt ot ihikers wh s thir el imere Tn
the concrete applications of cthical principles in practical
Jifc, just as there arc chemists whose chief interest is in the
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applications of their scienee and the new inventions made
through them. The danger of the theorist is that of making
theories which are not true to the facts; the danger of the
practical man is that of losing sight of the principles involved,
in atiending (o the complexitissofthe deals; but both bave
ce to render in any science. In the I\nslory of
Philosophy many.of the most able theorist, such a5
St. Thomas Aquinas, Bentham and J. . Mill, have 1d &
deep interest in the practical applications of ethics, and have
regarded cthics as a practical subjeet.

- The Infunce of Bt Thay on Prcic—The Bsdoee
of Experience

We must now attempt to consider Mackenzi
that_ethical theories have no cffect on parucullr ‘moral
decisions in practice. This is a difficult question to study
for often we canot tell whether pracie has inflenced theary
or theory has influenced practice. The moral theorist, as
we suggested in our first chlpler, docs not bcgm with abstract
principles from which he deduces a theory. He begins with
the common moral ideas of his time and place, which he

and his own intuitions (which are also likely to be affected by
the moral atmosphere surrounding him), and arranges in a
consistengosystem. To put it in another way, he does not
imy .Wsmm standards on existing moral opinions, but

criticizing and modifying them in the process. The circum.
stances of his age and country are likely to influence not only
the theorist of the moralist but the commen moral opinions
with which gi iscoverics about _biological
evolution and the rapid industrializaion of Westcrn Eutope
influenced Loth the common views of Victorian England on
moral maters and also the systematic theory of Herbert
Spencer. The moralist is in great

Rl own. ag¢, sometimes a dodle child ike John Stuart i
somctimes a_rebellious child like Carlyle, but still decply
affected by the circumstances and prevailing moral opinions
of his times.
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One thing is certain, and that is that moral practice is
always influenced by more potent factors than moral theory.
Custom, as in institutions and in public opinion, is
perhaps the most powerful influence. The individual’s own
intuitions, by which (according to the theory suggested in
this book) he sces the natural fittingnesses of things or the
unique moral laws of nature so far as these are relevant t0
particular case, are more powerful guides to conduct than
the thearies of the philosophers. And, as we shall sec in 3
Jater scction of this chapter, there are ‘sanctions’, rewards
and punishments which do as a matter of fact influence people
in their conduct, whether it is or is not morally desirable that
they should do so.

When we have allowed for all these admittedly potent
factors we can still maintain that cthical theory does have a
bearing on ethical practice. The theory of the utilitarians
was in part the product of an age in which new inventions
and particularly new means of transport made the production
of universal happiness a more attainable ideal, but the theory
itself had in turn a great influence on the movements for social
reform, for the spread of education and for the development
of the understanding of economic laws in which the utlitarian
leaders themsclves took such a large share. - Even in Bentham's
own life his theory had practical cffects in his schemes for
cducation, such as the founding of University Collcges
London, and in his plans for international peace,,<'{e is said
to_have invented the word ‘international.;'s!) The
utlitarians had certainly an_advantage over Haost ethical
schools in the matier of affecting practice ; they had a slogan
which the ordinary_ man thought that he understood: ‘the
greatest happiness of the greatest number’; and a slogan
influences most men far more than abstract speculation. The
evolutionary view, to some extent in its abstract Hegelian
form through Karl Marx, but more commonly in the concrete
biological form taught by Spencer (which again sccmed
comprehensible to ordinary people), is perhaps still exerting
a pernicious influence in popular pscudo-scientific writing
which take for granted that moral progress is inevitable, and
so does not demand serious effort or sclf-sacrificing 23k
The evolutionary theory of ethics is one of the intelicctual
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factors, along with others both intellectual and non-
intellectual, that have produced a slackening of moral cffort
in our own age.

In our consideration of Spencer’s theory we saw that, if
the moral end is the preservation of life in the individual or in
the race, the consequence follows that the rules of eugenics
are the most important among the rules of ethics. As a
mater of fact cugenics, which claims to be a practical as
well 3 a theoretical science, did arise out of the evolutionary
outlook of the latter part of the nineteenth century, and it
certainly has had some influcnce on morality. In discussing
to-day whether divorce is ever morally justified, some place
would certainly be given to arguments from eugenics, such as
the desirability for the future of the race of permitting divorce
in order to prevent the birth of undesirable offspring. ~ Ethical
theories do have a definite effect on moral practice, although
often it takes place a long time after the theory itselfis given
Up by most competent moralists, because it has its influence
through its popular interpreters whose ethical theories tend
to be out of date.

$4. The Authority of the Moral Standard
The way in which a moral theory affccts the practical life
depends greatly on the nature of its authority. various
theoricsgabich regard a moral law as analogous to a political
law ter.” ) find that authority where a political law finds
authority, chiefly in the punishments that are inflicted on the
r of the law. The authority of a political law, however,

is by no means confined to the penalties attached to its
violation. Loyalty to the government or devotion to the
person of a ruler will lead subjects to obey a politcal law:
n most countries, where there is any measure of ;;‘olmu
frcedom, subjects are reluctant (o obcy laws unless they sce

by obeying them. A law that scems unre: >

common sewse of the subjecs will e cvaded, howeve painl

;he penalties for its discovered :.‘olm;.l. may be. Wesl
ind that this is also the case with moral laws.
The view that the authority of the moral law is maintained
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by means of penalties and rewards s found in the utlitarian
doctrine of sanctions.! A sanctior legal language what
gives force to the laws of a state. Most commonly it is the
punishment attached to their violation, but the rewards o
decorations given by states for conduct of which the rulers
approve are also sanctions. It was by means of this doctrine
of sanctions that the uil

h
that was rally inconsistent with it. The rewards obtained
king the happiness of others and the pains suffered
from a failure to do 0 are such that the intelligent man sees
that utilitarian conduct is actually the way in which he obtains
own pleasure which, according to psychological hedonism,
he is always naturally secking. Bentham distinguishes the
final cause of human action, which is the general happiness,
from the eficient cause at work in cach individual mind,
which s the anticipation of one’s own personal pleasure.
Bentham held that there are four kinds of sanctions, which
make it to our interest to seck the good of others and so to do
right actions. (a) There are physical sanctions; as a gener
tendency right actions lead to physical health and the fecling
of well-being, while wrong actions, like drunkenness and
debauchery, ‘lead ultimately to physical pain. (b) There
are political sanctions; in most countries the political laws
rdrdm the punishment of such-evil actions as theft an
urder. v

of
consequenthappiness, although it is doubtful whether the
bad suffer a corresponding misery. It is, however, in U

warded by a superlative happiness and the bad punished
with an excess of pain that religious sanctions have chicfly
operated. "Mill added to Bentham's four sanctions 3
Sancion, the intermal sanction of conscience’, the pleasure
 in d
that sopes rom o e of dury well done, e e pain

ience.
* Bentham: Principles of Morals and Legistation, Ch. 3.
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If we were cngaged in a descriptive science it would be
relevant to say that such sanctions have actually had a
tendency to keep people from certain forms of evil and to
encourage them in certain forms of good. Many people
have had the experience that a physical pain or the realiza-
tion of marked social disapproval has served to them as a
warning that they have fallen into a bad habit, and has

them to start on a better course. As a matter of
fact pain is nature’s danger signal in all scntient creatures;
and it still serves as a warning at the higher moral levels, and
moralists have no reason to despise this provision of nature.
Perhaps the social sanction has been the most eficctive of all
the sanctions. At the level of cus(omd the rc,:r of °||!|e dis-
approval of others keeps an individual doing things of whi
hcyiriomsclfmy not mql’)’n value, and prevents him from doing
what public opinion forbids. The statesman makes a full
use of social sanctions in order to get people to do what the
government wants.  He may use the cruder physical sanctions
of fines and imprisonment, but a public opinion managed by
skillul propaganda is a far more powerful influcnce on the
conduct of the masses. It is just this fact, that the statesman
with sufficient power can misdirect both social and political
sanctions, that limits their valuc in the moral lifc. 11”1:‘:
conduct supported by the sanctions in a particular age a
country need not be morally good. It has been only too
casy forgagvernments to make agreeable (o their citzens
types juct which have led to aggression against other
states, wai“and oppression. .

It is sometimes paintaimed that the pleasures and sfmcslff
conscience differ from the other sanctions in bde-ns :rt Ih{
Proportional to the actual goodness and ba "mofdns‘
actions concerned. There s, however, no guaranice of (hi;
it is possible for conscience to be misguided or perverich
€ven to become the ‘conscience of an ass’, and in i case e
Pleasures and will no longer be indicators oy
80odness and badness, even if they onfnully O science,
10 a very familiar phenomenon called ‘quasiconscience’
Where a remorse is felt for actions that are not To " hye pooond
Although they may mcet with social dlsnppxovah."i"c shame
of having said something ridiculous and so 3




258 An Introduction to Ethics

think, aroused the scorn of our companions, is very like the
shame that we feel in doing a bad action. .
‘Whatever the authority given by sanctions, and it is by no
means an unvarying authority, it is certain that the moral
law has more authority than that given by the pleasures
obtained from obeying it and the pains suffered in violating
it. Many people consider that the man who obeys the moral
law simply because of the sanctions is not being really moral
at all. They hold that if conduct like lying were by the
arrangement, for example, of some all-powerful dictator to
lead 10 pleasant consequences and the avoiding of pains, the
liar would still be under the authority of the moral law which
bids him speak the truth, This suggests the view that the
‘moral law has its authority because it arouscs in us a fecling of
awe or reverence, something like Kant's *achtung’, closely
akin 10 the feeling for the supernawral that Otio calls the
sense of the ‘numinous’. It is a crude mistake 10 SUPPOSC
that this is a mere primitive terror of the divine being. The
fear of the Lord may be the beginning of wisdom, but perfect
love casts out fear. - A man's autitude to the authority of the
‘moral law may be more like the loyalty felt to a well-beloved
king than the fear felt towards a tyrant. The debatable point
is whether this fecling is ever a purely moral fecling, that i,
whether it s cver aroused by the moral law alone apart from
the belief that the moral Jaw is given by God or some such
supernatural Jaw-giver, who is the real object of g2 fecling:
‘This in turn raises the larger question whether n{ -3ty docs
not derive its essential nature from religion, and accordingly
whether it is possible to separate morality from religion
except in abstract thinking. There is litle doubt but that
as a mauter of history, this is the way that men have felt
Teverence to the moral faw; it has authority beeause it is God's
aw.
In the case of a political law people are ready to obey it
if they scc the semsc of i, I lawg l)!:pvar o be contradictory
0 one another and unrcasonable, people will try to avoid
obeying them. It is likely that the same is truc of the mora!
law and this, in some small degrec, cxplains its authority:
If a moral principle appeals to one’s reason, one is M
likely to obey it than otherwise. Of course, those who hold
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that the moral law is primarily a law of reason are in a stronger
Position than others here, but most thinkers would agree that
there must be a consistency in the moral law ‘which can appeal
to our human reason.

While we admit the influence of these various factors in
adding to the authority of the moral law, we cannot think
that they get to the heart of the matter. The dictates of
gonscience would still have authority over us even if all these
factors were absent. Nor can any telcological theory of
ethics explain the fact that the rules of right action seem to

e far more authority over us than the ends from which
these actions are supposed by the telcologist to derive their
rightness. In many ways this question of authority is a
crucial one for ethical theory, demonstrating that a purcly
teleological theory docs not explain the actual nature of
moral goodness and suggesting that something more is nceded
than the usual type of deontological theory. _‘rms_mm?}
may be, as has already been suggested, the ldennﬁﬂuonnd
moral law with religious law. Or it may be the case, a

his suggestion can be combined with the religious one, d at
it is simply the nature of the human species to express n.;c
In good action. There is an urge in us, not merely a creat e
5 as the creative evolutionists teach (although it may
Present also), but what we may call a morally crez:vc nrf:
and it is this fundamental urge of our nature that gi
autho; the moral law. - Like our instnctive urgs, it
is somei ™ ) lacking or weak, and it is often misdirect diin
one case'of misdirection we have the fanatic pursuing vith
sxtreme moral fervour some course of action that common
sense tells us to be wrong. In the normal map,.hnwc\z“,o’d.
urge leads to good social relations and right hv;lns» Ky
ing to this view man fecls the authority o the mors e
because it is man's nature to be good. And, ifthe suggestion
that have been made about the moral law .;_qz‘ ]
Pature are correct, nature provides not only ',": e oy
arge but the channcs for the fting expresion o0 LUEY
and this fact will help to "":,;:,'h:::‘y,  Phuman nature,

ules, Of ¢ Py . ise man
including what are, veually caled irstincts; otherwis
would always do what is right.
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A description of the moral life as it is actually lived should
take into account all the factors which tend to give authority
to moral rules and standards. A theory of ethics will be more
adequate the fuller the explanation it gives of this autherity,
and this is where most ethical theorics, and hedonism most of
all, have failed. The theories which appear to be indicating
the right direction for an explanation of moral authority,
are the standard as the law of God, and the standard as the
law of naturc. To accept these, however, mercly on grounds
of their ethical desirability would hardly be justiiable; they
require 10 be considered as part of a metaphysical theory
which is outside the scape of an introduction to ethics.

H

§5- The Various Ethical Theories in their Relation to Practice

must now go back to the three views suggested in the
first section of this chapter and sce how they are related o the
various types of cthical theory. .
. (a) The view that ethical theory has no bearing on practice
is naturally held by those intuitionists who say that_the
sions of conscience or moral scnsc are final, and that these
cannot be analysed by ethical theory. Indced, this extreme
group maintains that there is really no moral theory at ally
50 that there is no possibility of theory influencing practice:
Their position will be modificd to the extent to which they
hold that the commands of conscience can be cithganal
by theory or changed by education or expf: “jce. AR
evolutionist who holds that the course of evolution“etermines
what s right, and that there is no possibility of understanding
les on which that course of evolution takes PIact,
would be in the same position. Indeed such an evolutionist
i tain that there is no stricthy
ical theory of the nature of right and good at all. Al
that he would give as a description of the moral lifc is the

and the resulting moral system is the result of the tendencies
of the compact majority winning a victory, this system being,
liable to change with a change in the relative strengths. "
the tendencics at work. An idealistic perfectionism whic!

Tegards the moral life s an unfolding of the capacities of 94°
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human nature, without any principle as to which of these
capacities are most worth developing, can similarly give no
§uidance in the practical living of the good ife. This has
been in particular the weakness of the creative evolutionist
{ype of theory; unless the urge to create is guided into par-
ticular channels by some principle—some law of nature as
has been suggested in this book—the theory remains very
much in the air. The call of the creative evolutionist s very
much like the call of idle youth in search of amusement:
*Let’s do something; it doesn't matter what.” )
(b) On the other hand very different guidance for practicc
is provided by most of the telcologists and especially by the
udlicarians, “The utlitarians hold that man I.mn:sm a2
general way by experience to approve such actions as wi
lead to theygl:eynm happiness of the greatest number, but
these general notions need constant eriticism and emendation
with the help of a utilitarian philosophy. We must consanily
be asking the question whether kinds of sction, wlich le
in a general way to the greatest possible happinessin pes,
still do o in the circumstances in which we now find ounclve.
It was in this spirit that the carly wtilitarians, like Bent :m;
themselves suggested social and political reform: 4 mn
increase the happiness of mankind. It is. adm:_ll;d iy dificule
10, 20ply utitarian standards to practice. The best lid
schemes may, in the play of ouside circumstances, o en lead
b o e st o e it
but it is(™ Y that the refatively simple A
have alsbgu'cr chance of realization than m:s,l o:ger‘:.';:‘d‘:
his standards are relatively casy to apply. We d ink that we
now well cnough what happines means in practice snd
often we think that we can guess witha hlfaenounl ot The
what of conduct will bring hat happiness about. ‘The
$ame asguments apply in a raiier las degree to all other
\eleologieal theories which give us 2 defiite and more or s
gonerete account of the end to which right conduct leads,
Even idealistic and evelutionary theorics which give us some
indication of the goal to be reached through development or
self-realization will provide muc); prceal e R e
Ty B B o o pracice skl more difcult
may be difficult and its pursuit in practic
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blic
Even Plato could justify the Utopia dcscnhul in his Repul
b;';ymg' “Perhaps in heaven there is laid up a patten “;;
for him who wishes to behold it, and bcholdmg. to organi
bimeelf accordingly."t
() There is

E 2 wadition in ethics, more
mp)lul in the phllowphy ofAnsw!le. which holds that '"M‘
the primary function of ethics is the discovery of the trut
about moral mtlm, the very act of discovering the mcaning
of our moral opinio: bound to affect our practice | %
ml.hng the undmlymg pmmplu ‘more conscious by rvml‘,'n"‘o e
tradictions, and at times by rejecting common OPIITEC
in in the  the light ofthe fundamental principles that the study I
the view of those intuitionists who, alon6
wnh e v s o s af copsience arC tobe
 also belicve that the judgements of conscience 30, 10
anatyscd and justfed by réason. Such an analysit, theY
maintain, itself serves as an education to ‘conscience, makiy
is cammands more conistnt and more in anct
e objective moral law. It s also the
English moraliss who have derived their beaiiam trom:r':f“;j
although some of them, like Bradley, in their distrust ' T{c
thing like casuistry, have inclined to :I\c iew that thes hold
elluu has no practical bearing at all. An idcalist may jous
that the business of the moral life is to make fully CORSCE
the rational, self-conscious spiritual element in human nAURS
nd presumably one vay ofdong sois by the refilive d‘.a,
of those moral ules by which man has guidedyce.0r,
nd that s the begianing of the study of o
80 50 far as 1o say that a lo
Iheory is that the study of uh..;s'uy o the ,p.r.m:lwo'r‘
rational factors determining the good lfe may becom!
to conscious refiection is one of man's chicl moral 44
Mackenci has peinted out that the greast M‘"""m.
realized the twa sdes of cthical theory:t—() the o ions
perience of mankind consisting of those actions ='"’§
which serve as the data of every theory ofmoralnY and
ideal, the principle of goodncss which u
actions which men truly :zll good, and which
* Plato: Republic, Bk, 1X,
 Mackenzie : Mﬂmlo/l"lhld, Bk. 11, Ch. 7, §vi-
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of the student of cthics to discover and make explicit. The

ype of mind, like that of Aristotle, which men commonly
ll be more interested in the facts of experience,
le the type of mind like that of Plato which is commonly,

rrcetly, called ‘idealistic” will be more interested in the
ples or ideals that have to be made explicit. A com-
ination of idealism and evolutionism may find the direction
in which the moral ideal has become more explicit i the past
and conclude that any further development in morality must
be in the same direction. It is to this conclusion that the
crentive evoluioniss objec for they hld tht here are new

directions in which the principle of goodness may find an
expression. It s at least plausible to suggest that the rational

io
aspect of the ideal reached a fairly full cxpression in_the
Hegelian philosophy, and it is now likely to unfold itself in
other dircctions.

§6. A Comparison of Ethics and Logic

Our third view, which may be called the critical view,
suggests that the function of ethics is closely analogous to the
function of logic. Men can think correctly without studying
logic, and 5o can men live a good life without studying ethics.
It is the business of I 1o discover the principles on which
all valid o correct thinking is done, and similarly it is the
business G ethics to discover the principles on which all right
or g %ons are done; this is, as was said in the first
chapter, w discover what makes a right action right or a good
action good. A training in logic, however, will cnable us
more readily to observe the fallacics in our own and other
people’s thinking and to understand exactly the mistakes
that have been made, so that if the desire is there we may
know how to sct them right in our own thinking, and how to
make profitable suggestions to other people. Similarly a
training in ethics should enable us to see the defects in our
own and other people’s conduct and to understand their
exact nature so that, if the desire is there, we arc better able
10 set things right in our own conduct and to make proliulbhlf
suggestions 1o others. We have referred already 1o the
“time-honoured task of moralists to preach and to edify’,
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ethics educates moralists for their task. There is nothing
inevitable in the practi i the theoretical
study in cither casc. The skilled logician, if he be so minded:
may use his skill to deceive others with invalid sophistical
arguments, and a knowledge of ethical theory requires 10
far greater degree the presence of ‘the will’ to make
teachings effective in practice. Just as the logician who
n a hurry to make his subject practical is liable to become
pedantic, and to engage in ‘hair-splitting his arguments,
50 the moralist who is too keen to be practical is liable to
suffer from those weaknesses that brought casuistry into
disrepute.  Philosophical disciplines, while they have to keep
in touch with the world of practice from which their data
come, need also to have a certain aloofness from practice in
their outlook in order to kecp unbiased and objective.
Rashdall pointed out that logic had no special subjects
matter of its own, but that it is the study of the methods of all
the sciences. Ethics on the other hand, in Rashdall’s opiniot
has a special subject-matier which we have described 28
voluntary actions’.! From one point of view, however, the
subject-matter of ethics is as wide as that of logic for it includes
the actions done in all the arts, even in the art of reasoning;
a man may break the moral law by deliberately using false
arguments. Similarly the subject-matter of logic includes
judgements made in all the sciences and among these ethics i$
included. Each has its special subject-matter, b in €ach
case the scape of that subject-matter is so wide asf’ “ieppear ©
include the whole of one aspect of human activity:*

]

§7. Conclusion

On the gencral issue studied in this chapter it can be main-
tained that moral theory s certainly one factor aflecting moral
practice, although, like many other sciences, cthies is likely
1o gain by not making its practical applications its deliberat
aim. The practical influence of ethieal theory is illustrated
by the part played by such theorics in human history,
Applied ethics or casuistry is a science which con be studied
, ;;;hdnll: Theary of Goul and Exil, Dk 111, Ch. 5, 8 (vel- 1

2
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mcnllﬁull), .Allhough there is in it the constant danger of
the casuist ignoring the principles ofmoral in his attention
to detail. The main_ contribution hapter to our
systematic study of cthics has been its eﬂon to find a theoretic
buxs for the authority that moral standards have on people in
I living. Teleological theories fail in providing such
a basrs. and the only deontological theorics which show any
‘at prospect of doing so are those which regard the moral
standard as a law ol‘God or a law of nature.




Chapter XIV
THE INDIVIDUAL AND SOCIETY

§1. Swicly as the Background of the Moral Life

In our first chapter, cthics was provisionally defined as the
Tormaive sience of the conduct o human beings lising i
socitics, and throughout the book there has been frequent
refezence (0 the ways in which the actions of one individual
affect other individuals. Even if we take the view that actions
which do not affect other people are still the concern of cthics,
50 that a Crusoe who could never return to human social lifc
{yould il have mral dutis, we would have to admit that the

ground of morality. Our moral ideas develop in associati
it those ofothe prople and are being contanly cr
and modified by the opinions of others, psyclnloglcal
ground for our regarding our moral opinions as objectve is
our discovery that these moral opinions are largely identical
with the moral opinions of other people; if we fpund that
people varid indcfinitly in thee moral outlooll e would
our thinking that our judg right and
wmnx were anything but_expressions of purcly personal
tastes or opinions. Often these judgements have a directly
social refercnce; onc form of right action is the secking of
vorthy objects of sattction fr el peopl rather than for
nd 4 ton towards other prople s anc
e i nga that ace morally good from
things which are menly ‘ood or objects of value for -axiology.
There may be exceptional cass ke tho of the sint o the
ascetic where the individual finds his station and its duties
away from society, b\u for the normal man morality is a
social busines. The sainly asceic may have pasd into
2 iphere. where e has become 35 the ‘gods Enowing
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good and evil’, but Aristotle’s gencral rule that man
Vithout a sodcty i cither a beast or 8 god will s6ll hold
truc.

ere are two exaggerations of the view that the moral life
is social, which should be avoided. (a) There is, firs, the
view that the good of the individual is subordinate to the good
the community, or that it is to be regarded as a means to
the good of the community. If we interpret the good of
d of those individual
ity, then, as Aristotle pointed out,t
it is greater than the good of any onc individual, and 50 to
chosen in preference to that individual's g
other hand, i we regard the good. of the Community a5
something over and above the goods of the individuals
forming it, the good of the commumly s not to be chosen in
most urcumnxn:es in preference to the good of an ndividual,
The good in a social organization is largely an instrumental
good, pooc g 25 2 means 10 th good of the individuals cony
cerned. A state is good if it produces good citizens or good
things for its i
means to indivi
men. There may be a sense in which a community
has an intrinsic value over and above both the valucs of the
various individuals forming it and the valucs of their actions
there may be an intrinsic value n the Church a3 Chrch,
apart froranthe saindy Lives or good works of its members.
Yet such®htrinsic value in the institution i so comparatively
n cases where there is a conflict between the good
of the institution and the goods of the individuals concermed
in it, the latter i referred. A college that spent all
its income on architectiral ornament and stained glass might
e enhancing its intrinsic value at the cost of njuring its
teachers and students. ' Of cours what e normally mean by
the good of a society mcluds the individual goods of its
members; its own intrinsic good, if it exists at it xsonlydly
Covered by abstraction.  The question f the sense in which
& society may be segarded as iniinicaly god ecds futher
consideration, but for the present, it can safely be asserted
that the g hvesh dors mot sorsn 1o e being
¥ Aristotle : Nicomachean Ethics, Bk. T, Ch. 2 (1004b).
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means to the good of an abstract society. As Kant said,
rational beings are ends in themselves.:

(b) Nor is the view correct that the test of morally good
willing is its coherence with the volitions of the other members
of 8 socety, a0 i suggsted by Profsor . J. Faton i his

the ‘we have maintaine

1at coherence miy be one c ion wil within
e odiduns o o o perfected community there would
cerainly be coherence among the different wills concerned.
In a developing community, however, in which i
are advancing in goodness, there is likcly o be confl
than_coherence among individual volitions. In such a

own day we have had communities manifesting an extra-

ordinary degree of cohcrence in willing a definitcly bad

policy, such as the policy of cradicating people of a paricular

race from their country. Coherence may even add to the

Badness of such a paney. The caherence in the rascality

ofa caucus of polical gangstrs makes it wori rather than
better.

§2. The Individual and the State
Xt may help to make our study more conevete if e limit
our attention to onc of the social groups to hypdividual
helongs, namely the stat, athosgh what we sh ' applics
ko some cxtent o othr groups like th civie conicultyy the
Chiurch, the school, the club, the busi the family.
The state las been given the I:Argcsl Placo in cthical dise
cussions although the state has often in common speech been
identified with the government of the state, an institution to
which the ordinary subject may not éven Fel that he belongs
The average Indian under Dritish domination has regariad
the state (thus identificd with the government) as somel
alien, perhaps benevolent, perhaps tyrannical, but mmmly
not & social group of which he mlellu p'm Tt is unfor-
tunate that the words ‘govern " and ‘stater are
o nearly symonymous a5 to lead o canfusions of this kind.
Kant: Metaphysic of Morals, Sect. I1 (Abbout, p. 49).
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We shall use the word ‘state’ here for the organized social
lfe of  group of peopl under a sinle goveruen
that the individual is conscious of himself as sharing in that
organized social life, however arge or sall his share may be
in its government. ll’ the individual does mreprd

as part of the state in this sense, he regards himself (o some
Cxtint s a stave, for the dietats of th state il be bonds
imposed on him from ouside and not part of th abric of hi
own moral life. The word ‘socicty’ may be used concretely
for forany socil roup, and absractly for he scil e of 3ny

& The state resembles a living body o a work ofar n having
its various parts closcly connected with one another,
may be described as an ‘organic unity’ if we e do not we that
yord in Dr. Moores siict sene of nnexions
between the various parts of the sta ot nearly as close
25 the connexions behween the various pars of  Ing bodys
oreven ofa work fart.  The patelarindividoal
a state are independent beings in a way in which the cells or
even the organs of a living body are not; for cach individual
can transfer himself from one statc to another, and has,
within limits, other powers of individual action that no part
of the body has. The state has no purpose of its own; it
only has a purpose as the individuals who form it give it one.
The sta morcove i by no means the only whale of which
indivi human beings arc parts. A man may along with

ip of & state belong at the same e (0 3 corain
risin, church, o cerain sehoc, 8 ersin busnes
organisation and perhaps (o several club. . In the fst two
cases, at any ratc, loyalty to the family or the church is often
stronger than loyalty to the statc, and there are many cases
here men have held it right to disobey the dictates of the
state in obedience (o the claims of family or of church. Some
thinkers seem 10 regand thesc other ocieies merely 1 part
of the state or cven as means o the good of the st
e the aiate a supreme n s he ocily ofsc na
or with Altbusi corporation of corporations’”.t
17 this means that the individual b morally obliged t submit
to the authority of the state rather than (0 that of any other
Politicae Cap. v. 1,3,
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social group in every case, these thinkers arc certainly wrong.
A pious Mohammadan in Egypt, however loyal to the
Egyptian state he may be, would cerainly hold that his
loyaity to the Islamic church, ‘the people of God’, comes first.
Nor can we regard a state as satislying Dr. Moore's definition
of an organic unity as a whole where the valuc of the whole
bears no regular proportion to the sum of the values of its
parts. It may be admitted, as we have alrcady suggested,
that the state has a value as a whole over and above both
the values of the individuals forming it and the valucs of
their actions, that it has *the splendour and heauty of a social
bod, worth while what it costs® to individual members.!
‘There may be intrinsic value in the freedom, justice and other
characteristics of a state over and above the intrinsic values
of the experiences of its individual members, but it is ver
reasonable to hold that the value of the whole is in strict
proportion to the sum of the vaiugs of these ividual
experi In short, when a state is called an_organic
unity, that term is being used loosely and vaguely. The
xeal unit is not the state; the real units are the individuals
forming it and it is with their actions we are concerned in
ethics.

It is easy 1o regard the state or other corporate body as 2
person, and lawyers frequently use this fiction for their own
Purposes. A state acts in many ways just as an individual
acts. It issues commands, spends money and o peoperty,
justasindividuals do. ‘There are, however, certai
between the actions of a state and those of an individ
are relevant for ethics.  For the action of a stat
the case that some individual or individuals are morally
responsible. When a state acts we are tempted 1o judge its
«actions 10 be good or bad, just as we judge the actions of an
it However, when a state acts, for cxample when
it declares war against some other state, the decision is
ultimately made by individual men or women who suggest
this decision, or vote for it, or acquiesce in it, and from the
point of view of ethics, the responsibility for the decision is
entirely theirs. Of course the arrangements of a statc may
give more scope to the influence of some individuals than of

* Laird: 4 Study in Moral Theory, p. 262.




The Individual and Society 2710

others, but there js always a person or persons to whom the
responsibility can be assigned . There i ng shifcing it on o
an abstract entity like the state.

Discussions on the place of the state in ethics have been
confused by expressions like the ‘group mind” or the “general
Mill" used by certain thinkers, especially of the idealisic school.
These phrases may be useful as figures of specch, indicating
that states and other corporations act in certain respects Like
persons. The state may arrive at a decision in a way analo-
©ous 10 that by which an individual arives at a decision;
there may e defiberation on the arguments for and against
2 certain policy; only the arguments in the case of state
decisions arc most commonly presented by different minds
;thrcas in individual decision they are commonly presented

yonesin n n

< . There is, however, ;
unit constituting the mind of a state as there is a single sell-
i ituting the mind of an individual.  When
on is altogether the resulian of
I the decision prove unfortunate the
State cannot repent of it; only individual minds can do so.
For ethics the important point is that there is moral res
sibility for the decisions of a state; only it is a responsibility
of individuals. People who deny this think that, because the
state as such cannot be morally responsible for its action,
nobody is responsible. There may be characteristics of a
state acti h are bad as the weather is bad or the work-
ing of anf Dad, and for thesc nobody may be respon-
sible, but'riie characteristics which are relcvant for ethics
are morally good or bad, and for thesc individuals arc
responsible. Many people in India who, like Mr. Gandhi,
regard the British government as Satanic, ar¢ inclined (0 s2y
that this does not prevent them from regarding """"f""
of that government as very good men individually. e
Bovernment is Satanic, however, some person OF pr
Thust be acting in a Satanic way. A corporation of STG
loes not begin to do what is morally wrong by
a corporation, . "
Another difficut concept which is relevant hete i hac of
the common good, which is generally and rightly el € 7
Something more than the sum of the good experi
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actions of individuals, something that is shared by all or most
‘of the members of a state. There are certain goods Wi
are obviously not sharable in the sense that they can be en-
joyed by two individuals at the same time, for example food
and clothing. It may be the business of a state to arrange
that there is a fair distribution of such goods, and 2 state can
be called instrumentally good in so far as it succeeds in
arranging such a fair distribution. The state may even g0
50 far as o provide some such non-sharable goods, for example
fuel for domestic use. The state, however, is generally more
concerned with providing goods that can to some cxtent be
shared by all of its citizens who nced them, such as transport
services, strect lighting, protection, education and facilitics
for recreation and culture like parks and art galleries. The
extent to which a sharable good can be shared will vary with
its nature; the extent to which a tramear can be shared will
depend on the size of the tramear, and even a public park is
limited to the number of people which it can hold at any one
time. These sharable goods provided by the state are again
instrumental 10 the good of the individual, and some of them
may be not merely objects of satisfaction but worthy objects
of admiration in so far as they enable individuals to live @
morally good life, ~Indecd, many have thought that the two
primary tasks of the state are firstly to enable the individual
to live and secondly to enable him to live well. The state;

owever, can at the most provide means which gggndividual
can use, and in preciscly the same conditions . ‘kded by @
state one individual may live a good life and anotlier may live
a bad life. Apart from these particular goods a state may
provide a moral atmosphere which may influence individuals
in their actions. It is certainly casier to do good when other
people are doing good—to abstain from excessive drinkings
for example, when everybody clse is so abstaining. In this
sense the moral atmosphere of a state may form part of the
common good.

The common good may then be regarded simply as the
towl wealth of a nation which can be divided so as to provide
satisfactions to its individual itizens, or it may be used in @
more restricted way for those things which can be enjoyed
by all without diminution of their value, These things are
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fometimes material, like famous pictures and national

but they are more often spirimal';ikg 2 nation’s cunmp:li:'
fnoral traditions. The phrase *common good” aay be uad
s ca Very different sense for that coherence in willing sihich
& certainly one mark of the ‘good will” of these who form a
sorporate body. ‘This need not imply at all that all the
ndividuals will the same thing, but it does imply that cach
dual makes some contribution by way of suggestion or
of assent 1o the activity of the group and that even those
Individuals who are least satisfied with the final decision
acquiesce in it out of loyalty to the group. Such coherence
i a community is certainly an instrumental good which can
Assist in the carrying through by the community of any

ity. It may also be an intrinsic good, if we regard such
coherent activity as worth while apart from anything it
accomplishes, In the writings of some modern Rusian
thinkers there is certainly the suggestion that *soboraost’t o
community is an intrinsic good. So the common good may
include (a) the intrinsic good of the state, if there be such a
good, (b) the stock of good chicfly spiritual but sometimes
matcrial which can be shared without diminution of ts value,
() the material instrumental goods which are provided by
the state for the common use of ts citizens and are consumed

by i ich can be distributed
¥ them, and (d) the national weahh which e be diibored

among the citizens of astate. Itis prp]
any oi“l things arc automatically good for the individual
citizen sensc of helping him to live 2 goo m;
depends upon the use which the individual citizen makes of
them,

When e talk of doing sometting for the commen good we
are not speaking of any mysterious ‘summum Mﬂi trinsic
may mean that we arc making a contribution to ( he | "rl-m fcd
alue of the organized community, but what we commonly
mean is that.we are providiag objects of sadsfaction and, it
the case of moral good, worthy ebject of admiration WhiCS
<an be enjoyed and used by other members of the
who choose to be benefited by them. d 10 which all
A spirit in which all work together creatively ond © WIC D
utc. (E. Lampert: Nicolas Derdyaco ond the
Ages, p. 1gn.)
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§3. Egoism, Universalism and Altruism

The moral ideal in so far as it refers to the rclations of an
individual 1o other human beings may be considered under
the headings of Egoism, Universalism and Altruism.

‘Egoism is the theory that it is the duty of the individual to
seek his own good; the term is also used for the view that it is
always his practice to do so. This latter view is called
psychological cgoism, the theory that a human being is 50
made that he can seek only his own He is doing 50
even when he appears o be sceking the good of others, The
‘most common form of psychological cgoism is psychological
hedonism and our refutation of that theory will hold with some

or chang y theory of ical cgoism.  Ethical
egoism holds that it is the duty of an individual to seek his
own good, and in its stricter forms this theory holds that an
individual ought to have no regard whatever for the good of
others, except where the good of others is a means to his own
good. Itisa pity that in common English specch the theory
of egoism is oftcn confused with the moral quality of ‘ egotism’s
a word that should be confined to the vice of thinking t00
much of one’s own self (as shown most commonly by the too
frequent usc of the personal pronoun ‘I'). A man might
conceit an cgoist in ethics without showing any
trace of egotism or selfishness in his character, although it
must be admitted that an egoistic philosophy is grye likely
than not to influence him in the dircction of¢, ktism in

tice.

Egoism has more to say for jtsclf than moralists commonty
admit.  Ifwe regard the moral end as perfection it is probable
that we can do very little for the perfection of others. A
man is able to influence to a greater or less degree the activitics
of other people, but he can control his own activitics. This
was the view taken by Kant when he bade us seck our own
perfection and the happiness of others.! Egoism takes such
a view a step further and holds that the only contribution
‘which an individual can make to a completcly good universc
is the realization of his own good, The cgoist too may hold
. ‘a;(ﬁ-’m: Prefuce to the Melaphysical Elements of Ethics, IV (Abbotts
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consistently with his main egoistic position that it is in the
service of others that he will realize his own good, that it ju
In sceking their happincss that he will ind his own, or that

is own good and nothing clse; for the universalist it is the
good of all,

There are, as has becn indicated, both a paradox of hedon-
ism and a paradox of perfectionism. The intelligent cgoist
knows that to makc a deliberate goal of his own good, whert
it take the form of pleasure or of individual perfection, is a
bad way of attaining it, and even for his own egoistic s
it is wise not to keep these aims too consciously in front of
him. Spencer pointed out that pure egoism i inj riows to
our sclf-interest.  The man who shows no consideration for
others nced expect no_consideration from others, and cvery
man needs the help of others in the aainment of his o
individual good. Hobbes, who held that man natursly
seeks his own good without regard to that of others, saw tha
in a community where cach individual sought huTomnr g:::
in utter disregard of the interests of others, the life of c
individual would be ‘nasty, brutish d ?o‘lt‘ng o
strongest argument against egoism is that n;l o the
moral igguitions of mankind. Conscience tells a mzr
seek the of others rather than his own, in 3vhq:cmhom
he may scék the good, and it is impossible o lluml:min “all m’z
of ethics which is as opposed to the commonscrs intutors
of all mankind as is egoism. When the hedo ists based thele
theory on psychological hedonism they committed 2 misaie
that is common among cgoists; they (ool e belong o
human nature. A man's impilis and desivs belong, 0
Bl and s, st n the st 2, P38
from thesell. Some of these impulses a A and pity, and 0
directed to others, for example tYmP“‘M{q,“g hose directed
have these impulses is just as natural as

1 life of
t0 one’s self like ambition and g‘m: The natura
* Spencer: Data of Ethics, Ch. 12, houix.
* Hobbes : Leviathan, Part 1.
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man is a social lfe, and the man who goes out to seck his own
good, unaided by others and offering no aid to others, is not
really human; he may be Aristotle’s beast or god.

Egoim r draws the attention of moralists to onc
truth, although the theory as a whole is false. It points out
the importance of the individual in the moral life, for it is 2
man that is an end in himself and not a community,
the freedom which some moralists hold to be an intrinsic
good is an individual frecdom. _If we are to accept universal-
ism or altruism rather than egoism, we must sce that the good.
of frec individuals, and not the obscure ‘common good” of
some corporation, is the goal of the moral life. Itis by laying
all the emphasis on one particular individual, the agent’s own
self, that egoism goes wrong.

Universalism holds that it s the moral duty of an individual
10 seck the good of his community as a whole. It claims to
combin the true clements in egoism and in altruism, as the
good of the community will include both the agent's own good
and the good of others. Universalism too is capable of an
almost indefinite expansion, s moral insight deepens; a man
may seck the good of his own ‘set’, of his local community,
of his country as a whole, of all mankind, or even of all
senticnt creatures, and the very name ‘universalism’ arouscs
a reaction of moral approval by suggesting a wider or universal
group. It certainly can claim to set no narrow limits on the
range of moral obligation. It is open to criticism however,
in at least three ways. (a) It suggests the abstrq Jood of 2
community rather than the concrete good ol particular
individuals. If we are to make the common good our aimn,
we must remember its concrete nature as it was analysed
our last section. ~(b) Universalism leaves out the notion of
selfsacrifice, or it makes self-sacrifice illusory, for it holds that
in sacrificing oursclves for the community we are really en-
gaged in that course of action which will ultimately bring
about the greatest good for ourselves. It will be maintaincd
in our statement on altruism that one of the basic moral

ions of mankind is that it is right to sacrifice onc’s
own good for that of others, and any attempt to bring back
that good 10 one’s self by way of onc’s community as a whole
is repugnant to this intuition of conscience. (c) From the.




The Individual and Society 277

“Boistic point of view it may be doubted whether the attain-
ment of the maximum good for onc’s community is always
or even normally accompanied by the attzinment of the
maximum good for one's own self. It is true that the higher
wal goods are sharable, but there are lower goods, such
as food, which are necessary for existence, and there is no
guarantee that the life of service to the community will provide
these goods in suficient quandty to the individual who so
secks the common good. It is notorious that socicty has
allowed some of fts most selfless servants to starve and to lack
the other common necessities of life. Universalism does not,
as it claims, give a full scope to the realization of the good of
each individual self.

Altruism holds that it is the moral duty of an individual to
seck the good of other individuals with no regard for his own.
If he serves his commaunity he ought to do so entirely for the
sake of other people than himsell, Where egoism stands for
selfrealization altruism stands for selfsacrifice. It differs
from universalism in its emphasis oh the ‘othemess’ of the
individuals whose good is 10 be sought, and there can be no
suggestion in altruism of indirectly secking one's own good
by means of one’s public service. Spencer pointed out that
complete altruism, just like completc egoism, will lessen the
gencral good.! If a man completely neglects his own health
in his eagerness to serve others, or if he neglects o acquire
the skill ip gome art which will enable him to be of service to

Ny find himself unable to o the things for other
people which his aliruism impels him to do. There are
found among religious people, generally among :{W;‘"
altruists of this kind, who so entirely neglect the care of thelt
health in the service of others, that the result s that they
Tequire other people to serve them during their, FnCE
instead of themsclves being ! others

he servants of A
intend to be. - For most good men it is one of the selevident
intuitions of conscience that a man ought 10 sacrifcc & [ut
800d for the sake of other people, but moralists of fhe J0C
ological school do ot sccm to have this intuiton 8 EleATy 0
other people; their conscience appears to be misguded By
Uheir theopy,  Rashdall said that ‘selfsacrifice

" Spencer’ Data of Etlics, Ch- 11, S
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sake is always irrational and im and that conscicnce
only finds self-sacrifice remonabte when the good which e
e up for ounches s ether e than o counl o o, at the
uly greatr than the good which we achieve f
ighbour.” If Rashdall wished (o adhere switly 10 a X
Caleuls of consequences he certainly made an illogical cor
cesian 10 the commonacnse intuitions of mankind when he
included the cascs where the good et by ourscles i gy
ater than’ the herfrom by our ncighbour.
y Profesor Stace maimtaing that * the proper
of wnelbmen ‘my dealings with you is that degree e
ill Teult i both you and | seceising a fair and cquisable
share o the available saisfaction’,> and he reduces
10 one specics of justice in opposition to the common
that allrpuf“un is s“ome- Wo t goes beyond justice in m
benel undeserving. Corm‘.l:nu in most men goes
or furthes than this and approvessel-sacrifice n its Cxtremest
forms, as when the woman anointed Jesus with an excecdingly
precious flck of cimiment that may lave con her all her
fortune.2 " A rational tion, made at the time
udas, can never ;wsufy such an a n, but .-:F-;m docs
jusiify it. A telcologist, as we saw in the case o{uhd\ll
ean only justily sell-sacrificc when the s-v-:‘g up of & good
means the auainment by ourselves or others of a greater good.
A deontologist, however, can_maintain that there is an
intrinsic fttingness in sclf-sacrifice, that b comuriond o
nature’ and something that corresponds at o\
corn of wheat dying, and the animal sacrif e
her young. What the eritics of altruism arc right in pointing
out is that scll-sacrifice is not the only course of action that
is moraly iing and hat there ar other intuitions of what
is right provided by co religious ascetic is
oten: man who obeys this is particular command of conscience
with complete indifference to the other commands.
may arise when there s a real conflict between what sclf
sacrifice demands and what some other principle, such as
* Rashdall : Theory of Good and Eui, Bk. 11, Ch. 3, §it. (Vel. 11,

p- 70).
=s:m c.»«m-,/mub, PP 171, 172
» John xii,
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duty 10 one’s parents, demands. Tor a young man, the way
of self-sacrifice may appear to be the acceptance
with litle salary, but the duty of making 2 home for hi
nts may point to his accepting a post with a large salary
auached to it. The mrmnp:.'.'\‘g Course of action necd nor
always be the right one. It is obvious that most men will
serve their fellow-men best in an occupation that they them-
v enjoy; the doctor with  git for medical rescarch s

I
which he enjoys and which appears to lead 10 o e
fection in one respect, than in the privations and dangers of
attending to patients in a slum infested with typhus or plague.
Yet for some men, even in such circumstanees, the self-
saerficing cours ofaction, which appears o foolish 0 reason-

ill be the right one, as when Kagav i
chweitzer sacrifices a distinguishe
carcer in music and philosophy fo the service o a primitive
tribe in the jungles of Africa. Even in such extreme cases
of self-sacrifice there is, as a matter of fact, some sell-realiza-
tion, however little the agent may desire it; such men at any
ratc do something towards the perruum of their own
characters.

‘Spencer and other moralists have held that there must be
compromisc hetween the ideals of altruism and those
“goism.  Bradlcy mai

the cl: of sclf-realization and those of self-sacrifice, and
consi i
demomlr c

of appear:
he sugw.cd Wit Bradley in his concepiion of © my sation
and its dutce! himiel gave at esst a practial sl
dificaly. The self-sacrifice_demand 2 in
moraity is not selsacrfice in every drecion. No one
ks that the doctor who sacrifices himsell in a_typhus
idy the medicine
which science provides for his work, e whhout the food
and preventive medicines which will keep himself fit for the
struggle.  What is demanded s the sacrifice required by the
+ F. M. Bradley : Apjearance and Realits (Second Ldition), pp. 41
g2
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man’s station, the particular circumstances in which he finds
himself. Judas was probably right that in normal circum-
stances money is bettcr spent in other ways than in anointing
bodies with perfume.  But Mary, the doer of the action, and
Jesus saw that in the special circumstances of Mary's great
gratitude and of the approaching death of Jesus, this piece of
selfsacrifice was the right thing to do. 1t may be that the
self-sacrifice demanded by onc’s station js always the best
‘means for onc's selfrealization; for a man’s particular station
determines which of his capacities need to be realized. The
truth of this is something that can hardly be confirmed by
ruth of .t can } e beea

o
ofa metaphysical theory or a rcligious faith. f we hold with
Axchbishop Trench

“Thou cam'st not o this place by accident,
Itis the very place God mcant for thee’,

then we may believe that this place or station is the one where
the same conduct will fulfil our moral obligation to engage
in the most thorough-going self-sacrifice and along with this
will lead 10 our own true pes n. If we ask, however,
as we have every right to ask, whether our moral aim ought
10 be the good of others or our own, the angwer of conscience
is that we ought to aim at the good of others. Altruism
states the view that there is something intrinsically good in
selfsaerifice; it nced not deny that there may beoct (hing®
which are also intrinsically good. :

4 Theories of Punishmant

‘There is another way in which the state commonly affects
the moral lives of ts individual members, and that is the Way
of punishment. It is evident that the laws of a statc sometimes
deal with moral matters directly, although at other times they
deal with mauters which become directly moral,
through their being dealt with by laws which arc bound 10
affect our social relations. Punishment is sometimes given
for an offence that is morally wrong, such as theft, but it i
sometimes given for actions |
even morally right, as when a conscics

‘may be non-moral of
ntious individual refuses
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fo pay taxes as a protest against what he believes to be
legislation. ~In this case the conscience of the individual mac.
‘el him that his action, so far from being morally wrong, &
ight in 2 quie oustanding vay. It has already been
Intained in our itic i

Tancained in our relerece to poh’llal sanctions that |:ae
conduct that is bad and to prevent conduct that is good. In
2 book about ethics we are chiefly concerned with the justifica-
tion of punishment, that is, to consider under what circum-
stances, if any, the infliction of punishment is morally right.
The theories of punishment, which are mes i

in most
cthical treatments of the subject, are often given in the form
of psychological theories which explain the origin of punish-
ment.  That is an interesting question, but not one which
s of primary concern to ethics.

The three common theories of punishment are known as
(2) the deterrent theory, (b) the reformative theory, and (c)
the retributive theory.

(3) The Detervent “Theory. According to this theory the
purpose of punishing anyone who has done wrong is to deter
others from doing the same wrong. It s the view of punish-
ment that is held when the judge makes an ‘example’ of
some offender. Moralists often object to this view of punish-
ment because, according to it, the offender is being treated
merely as a means to the good of others. This, however, is
not quismg\rrm, for, exceptin the case of capital punishment,
the puni¥-Aent is likely to have a more deterrent effect on
the offengiet himsclf than on others, and so he is not being
used as a mere means to the good of others.  The real weak
ness of the deterrent theory is that, if the only purpose of
punishment is to deter people from wrong-doing, it docs not
really matter whether the person punished is himsell iasoceat
or guilty. There have been cases where administrators of

i ie inefficient schoolmasters have
Daniihed o o1 m:imply for the sake of the effect

ural outcome of a deter-

Ppunished innocent victi mply !
on other le; and this is the nat o
rent ﬂ\e«r;eo 4 even more common, however, 0 glve,h?nhlhi:
Pretext of deterring other people, a punishment which is
more severe than that which would have been given nnl ther
considerations, and this is a case in which, clearly, a moral issu
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is involved. It is always wiong to inflict on an offender
greater suffering than he deserves, and no detorrent argument
G justify this being done. The exact sense in which an
offender descrves punishment will need to be considered in
connexion with the retributive theory, but there s no doubt
that most people, including those being punished by legal
sentences, have a very clear intuition that punishment beyond
a certain limit fo icular erime is unjust. It may |
that, up to that limit, the magistrate is justified in varying
the degree of punishment for deterrent’ considerations. 1T
the offence is not likely to be rcpeated there may

grounds for letting the offender off casily, while, if
the offence is becoming morc common, it may be desirable
to punith the offender as soveely a5 he deserves 10 be

nished.

(b) The Reformative Theory. According to this theory, the
aim of punishment is to reform the character of the offender
himself. This view is popular at the present day, but is
often misunderstood. Many people who say that punishment
should have in view the reformation of the offender, mean
that the offender should not be punished at all but that he
should receive an education which will enable him to live
better. There can be no doubt of the desirability of giving
offenders such education, but cducation is not punishment,
exceptin so far asit is a painful process, and modern educators
are inclined to deny that the process nceds to &plinfu!-

It is certainly not the case that to inflict pain o/ man is
normally the best way to reform him, and yet th;
reformative theory of punishment would strictly imply.
There are other ways of reforming the offender—cducation,
kind treatment and cven forgiveness. To know whether
man is likely to benefit most from suffering pain or from being
forgiven s exceedingly difficult, as conscienti

have known from experience for a very long i
can be no general rule on the matter. It
to believe, however, that the suffering of pain may often have
a good effect on the offender. In dealing with#anctions we
saw how physical pain scrves as a warning and a stimulus
to changing one’s habits, and the pain inflicted by legal
sentence may in many cases have the same effect, Capital
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Punishment cannot be justiicd on this theory wi
more extensive knowlcdge of what happens arﬂ'?‘u‘:;.".':::
even the most dogmatic expounders of immortality claim to
8ive, but it is doubtful whether the enlightened conscience
e 2pbroves capital punishment. It to be remembered
ical pain is n i
real Bufca Pain s not the only form of punishment. The
specially by solitary confinement is a pain which is not
caused by violence 10 the body, and probably the pain of
social disapproval is for most people the severest form
punishinent, The reformative value of such suffering lies
in its capacity for making the offender sec the evil of his
wrong-doing, and this will be considered latcr.
. (€) The Retributive Theory. This theory of punishment in
its simplest form holds that the aim of punishment is to make
ictim has suffered, and so this
cye for an eye and &
of punishment
wete to cxplain how the custom of inflicting punishment
began and developed, there would be good grounds for
accepting the retributive theory in some form o other. It
is a natural tendency or instinct, which is found among
animals as well as men, to requite injury with injury. The
danger in primitve socicty is that the injury inflicted by the
man who i revenge may be out of all proportion
he himsclf has suffered, and very early
tion arrangements are made to control the
amount of vengeance taken by an injured individual. The
biased victim of the crime is not allowed to decide for himself”
the amount of penalty the criminal should suffer, but this is
decided by the old men of the tribe or by its chicf, forming 3
Primitive court of law. We may regard the ‘cye for an eye
and tooth for a tooth’ of the law of Moscs as a mitgation
of the harsher punishments inflicted by the avenger in eaglier
times. We have in the Gencsis an example of 30
avenger who boasted of punishments far exceeding the /¢
for an eye; Lamech sang to his wives “If Cain sha‘_ M'a.v f :K ”
sevenfold, truly Lamech seventy and seven-fold’
! Leviticus xxiv. 20,
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undoubtedly in such retribution that punishment had its

T is not only the case that punishment has an instinctive
origin, but it appears to be a necessary implication of man's
Tiving in society. A social organization requires to have
certain rules or laws as we call them; otherwise it will break
down. As we have regarded society as the normal back-

ground of the moral life, it is morally undesirable that such
a breakdown should take place, and man revert to the ‘nasty,
brutish and short” unsocial existence which Hobbes dzs_icwi
I the laws of society can be disobeyed without the offender
suffering any penalty, the Jaw is no longer a law. Itis in
this way that political laws fall into disuse when they arc 1o

iceded for_the maintenance of society. Laws like
those dealing with Sabbath observance have not been removed
from the statute book of a country which had them; but for &
long time no penalty was imposed on thosc who disobeyed
them, and the laws fell into disuse. If laws arc a nceessary
condition of our life in organized societies, and they appear
10 be so, then there must be some penalty for disobeying them-
‘There may be cases where a particular law is so well estab-
lished that it is possble to remit uhe penalty to be jmposed o

1o rem o pose

nderi his
and this is one of the situations where ethical conside
are relevant, for a remission of penalty may seem right i
in a particular situation o likely to produce somygoyuIstand-
ingly good eflect. There is a som nde - jaent €6
pression of this view of punishment in the statement that the
majesty of the law must be vindicated, and this has bech
Sonnected with the vengeance demanded by an injured victi:
There s no ground for this, except the obvious one that (e
law-court does now through its officers what the avenger di
..,:‘ |Yr;:c X.‘..',"'Z" The law must be vindicated, not becau:
¢ i i
ot con vy e iances but because without sancti?”
course of our argument has suggested that movalists
here a5 generally, have 10 cxamine i cxisting instiution:
s s Mo doub that the moral opinion of mankind almos;
akinesally regards the taking of vengeance for the sake
g vengeance as morally bad, and no organized communitY
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will normall it indivi ;
o e e g
more difficult question to answer when they are asked whethes
It is right to punish offenders, and if so to what degres u:
Pnishment is justified. It is doubtful whether the infliction
b Punishment” can be justified by the reformative effects it
'3 on the offender or the deterrent effects it has on others;
e "‘m;c 1o assurance that the sufering inflicted is not greater
than, l_lc[suﬂ'cnng from which the offender and others are
in future, and the educative cffects of punishment are
somewhat uncertain. There is a more general teleological
i‘ll’gumzm for the justification of punishment; we saw in the
st paragraph that it appears to be  necessary means for
the mai of social ization, which is certainly
instrumental good, and perhaps in some small measure an
intrinsic good. In any case, we must not consider the mere
effect of one law being broken, but of the whole structure
of the law being threatencd and it is in the prevention of such
a catastrophe that there is a very limited justification for a
deterrent view of punishment. A consideration that has
alrcady I?cell ‘mentioned, namely the universal condemnation
of a punishment that is excessive in view of the offence com-
mitted, suggests that there is a purely deontological view of
the rightness and wrongness of punishment. Many people
would say that a natural ‘sensc of justice’ demands that
P‘lnuhmullould De limited to a fitting amount for the wrong.
done, w1¥"-3ome would go further and say that the same sense
of justice demands that evil-doing should be punished. =Few
moralists accept the view that the adding of pain, which is
itself intrinsically bad, to the cvil of doing will lessen
the total amount of evil in the universe. There is something
however to be said for this view. 1t is certainly right to fecl
indignation when one sees children being unfairly treated or
Poor people being oppressed, and this indignation s something
entirely different from the desire for personal vengeance. It
may be that in such circumstances punishment is the ftting
course of action; the school-boy who takes the law into his
own hands in such circumstances and gives ‘,’l“ ""é.’,'\.s'
thrashing is generally regarded as virtuo! ther tl xn'w "
In more serious cases it s obviously undesirable that the senst
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ofjusiceshould b binsd by he cqully natual, bt morals
ble, tendency to scek vengeance, and umshmem is

ot Tl tobe o I b i e b oF impartial
Wibunal.Buder indicated this when he held that conseience
judges that pain is appropriate to wrong-doing'—a statement
hat s arder 0 accept han its companion which sates that
happings i appropriate to rght doing. Whal nceds to
remembered here is that this natural fitingness of pain to
‘wrong-doing is only one of the moral considerations involved
in a paricuar ase, The man who demands the punishment
, when it is clearly for the good of the offender
himsel and of his felowmen gencrally shat he should not
be punished, s payin oo exclusive attenion to the natural
fitt ‘making the punishment fit the crime® and is
forgetting tht herearc other maral considerations, one.ofthe
ost. impor is the reformation of the offender.
et it can be said th magistrates are morally right, apart
from any benchts which Tallow, in inflicting limited. punahe
ments on_wrong-doers, provided that other considerations
donotmake amhn cours of action morally e
Dr. A. C. Ewi uggested an cducative theory of
pnmsllmtnl’ which suppltmenls Tt does not contradit the
above argument. He points out that people tes de:
rong acts o two clsss: cuusble acts and acts .ha. arc
wrong indeed. A man who believes
\bimk it eseusabe for himaclf ggsamogher
on a horsc, but may thi?%scaling
oery wrong indeed. The existence of a law imposing a penalty
on a certain kind of wrong-doing may help people to see that
what they formerly regarded as an excusable act is in reality
very wrong indeed. ‘This may help them not to do it again,
not because they are afraid of the punishment, but because
they realizc by means of the law and the punishment how
very wrong it is. Dr. Ewing holds that this educative eflect
will only operate if people see that ther is a certain justice
in the punishment, o in our words, that the punishiment is
in some measure fitting to the crime. Punishment can be
: Dullcr Dmﬂlallom 11 (Sclby-Bigge : British Moralists, §cexlvi).
‘Study on Punishment, p. 23 (also his Morality o

I'um.vhmnl)
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regarded ‘as a kind of language intended to express moral
Gsapproval. I people ahways were Taweabiding, probably
the expression of disapproval in words would be enough 4
keep them from serious law-breaking; in our unhappy con-
dition a more cffective language is necessary, and it is onc
function of punishment 1o be such a language.




Chapter XV
RIGHTS AND DUTIES

§t. The Nature of Rights
According 1o the Oxford Dictionary, a right (in the sense
that we are using the word ‘right” in this chapier) s a *justifi-
able claim on legal o moral grounds to have or obtain soic-
hing, o t0 actin a cerain way'. A right may be a legal
Y, tha s 2 right that can be enforced, through  court
law, such as a ‘right of way” through the grounds of a
anded proprictor, and.the legal aspects of such a right are
of courte ‘matters for jurisprudence, the science of law. On
the other hand, a right may be entirely a moral right and
e which 3 cour o law will ot enorcs such 3 the right
a parent 1o obedience on the part of his children, or the
n,m of an old man to respect. A right may be a right to
some material objcet such as a piece of property, or a
ight to make use of the service of others as in a contract of
cmployment, o a ight o do something, 3 to make we of 2
rightof-way. For ethics the q What are the moral
grounds o which the claim to do of 10 énjoy in § g cases is
Justified?’ The common answer is that a right {A%'stified by
the fact hat the abilty of an .na ual
good._ Rights im) y; the man who lived
ke Robinson Crusoe on a desert island would have no rights
on that land; ghl sl have the right 10 oxpect
fell meland 10 1end 8 searaparty
10 logk for hrm, but that ghl \ depends cnirly on the scial
lfe which he had shared with them previous to his coming (o
Aland. " His power 10 use the things that arc available in
Cuerof might and not right, and these
notions are entircly different in spite of the currency of the
falsehood, * Might is right.
If the general good is the basis of rights, it follows that
way in which a right should be asserted s the way tha
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most likely to increase to the maximum the common good.
This may determine why some rights should be enforceable
by law, while others are not. It is for the good of the com-
munity that cerain ights like the righ o propert, hould be
<o enforceable, and others, like the right to respect, should
ot be o entorceabler I T eximpl:. a teacher attempts to
sceure the respect of his pupils by force, even although he
gains the outward signs of respect on the part of his pupils,
the result will not be for the gencral good of the school as 3
wholc. The fact that a person has a right docs not mean that
erson who has it ought to assert it in cvery case. Some-
times it is his duty to doso. 1, for example, a ‘right-ofoway’,
vhich is of great advantage o'a communily, is being denied
© it by a grecdy landlord, it may be the duty of & public
spirited citizen to make a deliberate use of the footpath in
question, 5o that the weaker brethren of his community may
not be deprived of it. ~ Often, however, it is not advantageous
10 the general good that an individual should assert his right.
{The assertion of a claim to some smallpice of propery may
be 0 likely to cause bitier ill-ill throughout a community
that the halder of the right s Justifed n deciding that it &
for the general good that he ought not to demand his un-
doubted right.  Similarly, 2 member of a family may waive
some privilege accorded to him in his father’s will in order
preserve an equality in fricndship with his brothers and
uch cases, the assertion of the right may not be
I good, although the ability to claim the thing
uestion as a sight is always for the general good. The
capacity of knowing when (© 3t a right and when (0 waive
of the finest and rarest qualities in the g
T cas\ to pass to an extreme of sl assertivencs which
demands the uttermost farthing in every case, of (o an extreme
of lazy indecision wi 1565 10 assert a claim although it
is an obvious public duty to do so. Men of the highest
character know whether to demand their right in a particular
case, o not, by a kind of intition. To e
would require an evaluation of all the inrinsic goods (both
good i good be achi by G

ng
the claim, and comparing the result with the total good
realized by waiving the claim.
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§2. The Rights of Man
1t has been the common practice of rebels against the
existing social order, and of reformers generally, to state that
there are certain fundamenial righis of man which cvery
g has by nai uch a statement formed park

nal American ‘Declaration of Independence’,
and a similar statement was made for the world as a whole
in the “fvefecdoms” whil were wade an international goal
nt Roosevelt and Mr. Churc]

n rights: (a) the right (o e
{b) the right to feedoms (c) th righ (o hld property; (&)
the right . cimract; andh () the ight t0-cducasons
call these rights natural does not mean that
crioyed,them in 2 ey that civilized man does not enjoy
m. While we need not aceept Hobbes's picture of natural
manis being i a perpetualsate ofconficythe il that we
know of primitive socetcs suggess that there was in
mere lulhn( ppresion, and 1 chance of holding
aining cducation or gelting anc's contraci
Eved tan e S cotn n ot prese i .
ights are natural only in the sense i

zing their capaciti
crfecion. Even in a

v freedom.  Even in time of peace the right
chat will lead to the common gox
erlly salfzed that some mensure of m..ol

munistic system so alters the right of the indiidal o ot
something alogete diffren from
; and there may be moral
grounds for holding that a man's property should be imoed
to that which he can personally usc for the common
The laws of most states do not uphold the right of contract

+ Mackenzie: Manual of Ethics, Bk. I11, Ch. 2, §v.
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when that conract is obviowly for the harm of the comn-
inity as a whole; a law-court could not have upheld ¢

contract by which Hardy's Mayor of Casterbrdge sold his
wife. The right to education of some kind or other, although
it is still denied to a large part of mankind, is probably from

int of view of cthics the right that can be demanded
most widely and with the fewest limitations, but even here
therc is only a right to cducation in so far as it leads o the
general good.

“The spirit of this argument may scem to be opposed t0 that
of the last chapter where the concrete goods enjoyed by in-
dividuals were preferred to an abstract common good. It
is to be notcd, however, that we are not here discusing all
forms of good, but only the good to be auained by the sertion
or, ssseibilty of rights, and thee have alvays 2 social
reference.  But, even in this e the common good consists
chicfly of good things enjoyed of the
community, and thesc, as maticr of e i ntade the
rights of man" o lif frecdom, propery, cducation and frce
contract,in 5o far as the conditons of soi pamcuhr
circumstances permit, The reformer's slogan “of the “rights
of man® rminds s of the fact that the cnjoyment of these
things by the individul is good. Some of them, ke the right
to control property, arc instrumental g e ke the
enjoyment of ficedom, are prohably intri e he
reformer. s the the reorganizntion of sciey in order to
provide § ore adequatcly for cach of its members.
T igha oF them. i however, be always limited by the
condition that the right ividual should be in-
Sirumental 1o the common good of all in the widest sense
given to that phrase.

§3. Rights and Dutic;
The word *duty’, like the word *right’, has more than one

use both i educ One of the ways
ibe s by saying
cur duty to do it The acton o s o duty

is
o o e o right action in two ways. (a) It implics
that only onc action is right for us at the particular moment
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because if it were equally right to do two alter-

native actions, we would om able to say of either of thein

that it s our duty to doit. _(b) It cmphasizs that the action

is mot merely Aitting but s obligatory. Dr. Moore

expands this second difference by pointing out that dut
of the word]

characteristics: () Duties are n.m actions whlch ‘many
e are tempted o avoid doing; (5) The most prominent
good effctsofduties are on people ot than the doer of the
action, hence our temptation 0 avoid doing them; (¢) They
arous sentiments of moral approval in a vy that merely
right actions do not.
The word ‘duty’, hmm, is uud; a more specialized

way as the correlative to the word *
our last section. If a right is a justifiable claim in a com-
the obligation to fulfl that claim.

other indi F
the name of the common good. The child has a right to
wnon, 50 it is the duty of his parents or of the state
gen yrwude him with this education. An ordinary
conlnu Tk the purchase of a railway ticket shows how
rights and duties Fre relative 1o cach sher. The railway
company has a right to be paid; the traveller has the duty of
paying the proper fare; the traveller has the
conveyed from one place to another; the rail
has the duty of prov t conveyance.
relation between rights and duties in a contract has given
plausibility to the view V thatal morality depends on a ‘social
contract’ by which individuals agree to' perform certain
duties because by doing s they acquire cortain rights. People
agree, for cxample, to respeet their neighbours’ propertics
in order to secure undisturbed occupation of their own
properties. Moralists who have upheld the social contract
theory have not considered that at a certain date in history
people met and drew up a written statement of rights and
duties, To take an analogy from jurisprudence, the social
contract is more like the law of a country like England, where
" Moare: Prncigia Eihica, p. 168.
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much of the law has never been codified but is a matter of
custom and precedent, than the criminal law of India which
is explicitly laid down in the Indian Penal Code. There is a
good deal to be said for this theory as an explanation of some
of the rights and duties, which have a clear reference to the
socal organization in hich they eccur, and pamcnhrly
ofthose moral rights and dutes wich ar mas byd
laws of the state. It certainly docs no "l our moral
duties which include the duty to aive our Fights in certam
circumsta

A ngln my involve a duty in two different ways. (a) If
one individual has a right, some other ind o in-
dividuals must have the duty of satisfying the claim which is
recognized by that right. The hilds right to education
implics 3 duty on the part of his parens r of the sttt 1o
provide him with that education. In some cascs, the duty
related to,a right is mot so obvious, because it ¥ largely a
ncganvt duty or a duty of abstaining from something, A

o the s of is aven properey implicsa duty on the
part of is neighbours to rehain fom encroaching on that
ty.(b) If an individual has a right it is his duty to
use that right for the common good of his community. Itis,
for example, the duty of a child to use his education in such a
way that he may become a useful member of society.
is an aspect of rights which is not conspicuous in the laws of 8
state, angythe rights guaranteed by them. The laws of a
country, 4% for the sake of preserving the individuals right
to frecdom, and because too much petty interference with the
private lives of people generally leads to bad results, normally
dual has the

of prescntday leghiaion in mest counirie is in th other
direction. But in ases the law-courts have main-
ained that the individuals freedom is mited. The will of
a man who has left his fortune for such an anti-social purpose
as the fecding of rats will not be upheld in court. From the
point of view of morality, however, there is gent

ment that the fact that & man has a right, which ulimately
i right to use his fellow-citizens as means to his own welfare,
does imply that he has a duty to use that right in a way that
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s cither for the benefit ns, or at least not
o their detriment. 1T o s 50 e b using his
fellow-men mercly as means, and so failing to conforin to
Kant's sccond form of the categorical imperative. It is just
because of this duty o use a right for the common good that

imcs a man's duty to assert that right, and some-

e
factor is his knowing which course of action will in the speel

common good.

§4.  The Determination of Dutics
I ou st chaptcr a ststement was made of v universal
Lrights of man’ although it was secn tht i each case there
are cerain conditons i which the right docs not hold. Tt

has e the commen practice of morlists from tme im-
memorial to make similar statements of universal duties.
The best-known cxample of such a st is that known as the
“Ten Commandmenis’ contained in the law of Moses. The
last six of these commandinents deal with duties which are

Vhich the general intitonit saysthat men know dirctly by

intuition. Macken: ith the universal duties under

the headings ‘respect for i , “respect for frcedo, ‘respect
Al or

for character”, ‘respect for property’, respect for der’,
espect for fruth’ and ‘respect for progress’.! The word
espoct” il which Machensle began each siatement el
dicates a certain vagucness in the defin the duty;

it seems o to tell a man what he ought 1o 0o n cach cae
but only that he should consider how 10 do his duty when a
question affecting ife, frccdom or one of the others, ariscs.
It is cvident that there is likely to be a conflict among the
various types of duty. Respect for social order and respect
or progress
discover which course of action will preserve what is best
in the cstablished order, and at the same time will lead to
something even better in the future, is a matter of the greatest
¥ Mackenzic : Aanual of Ethics, k. 111, Ch. 3,
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difficulty. The most that can be said for the ‘Ten Com-
mndmcms‘ or any other common-sense statement of uni-
versal that they hold in the vast majority of cases, but
will be cascs where the duty is not clear, especially
in cases where two ‘commandments point 1o courses
of action which are incompatible with each other.
Two questions with egard to th determination of duties
arc often confused. ucstion of the universality
hat is, whether it is obligatory on every man in
tion to perform that duty. Many people hold that
i ‘There are, how-
The medicval
n between commandments which
ate always obl-gzlory (' obhgzm semper’) and command-
y ‘foralways
Itis:a man's duty always to refrain from stealiog, but whik %
a man’s duty o give to the poor no one can say that it is s
duty to be =lwﬂys §iving to them; whether he should do so or
notin a particul will depend on circumstances, although
the command to be cha blt is just as universal as the com-
mand (o refrain from ste:

command 10 call a spade a spade o even by an uglicr name,
however ru it may be, unles it happens to be our duy in
the cirev, nccs 10 speak on the particlar isu invalved,

On rules about those
forms of condncl from which cvcry n\dwldml should abstain,
like murdcr, theft or adultery, and it is no aceident that of
the among the Ten Commandments which deal
with moral ‘mauters five are prohibitons in the negative form
Thou shalt na,” There i, hovever,hor a second quesion,
namely, whether the duty can be io cxpressed
words that the cases to which it is uyphuhle will be cvidene
to all, and in this respect prohibitions are in very much the
same state as positive commands. There are certain forms
of evil, forbidden by the universal prohibitions, such as
deliberate murder for the sake of robbery or geliberate un-
faithfulness to a loyal partner in marriage, from w) s
universally agreed that everybody ought to p

N

But
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case of these universal prohibitions there is con-
iffernce of opiion s to what i included i the
o, Docs murder include kiling under exreme
provocation, killing in self-defence, the inflicting of capital
punishment, killing in war, and the killing
animals? Docs theft include the exploitation of labour,
evading of taxes by devices permitted by the law, the gais
of uncarned increments, for example by an unforeseen risc
in the price of land through its being encroached on by an
expanding town or through minerals being discovered under
it? These arc questions that have troubled conscientious
people, and to state in definitc language even in a negative
B & aniversal duty s quite impracticable.

There arc certain positive duties which can be stated as
definitcly as any negative duty, although they are few. The
dnty of paying one’s debts example. The

Ten Commandments cnjoin one religious and one moral

dutyina posmve form, the moral dury being that of respect
10 one’s parents. This is, however, a duty which will not
hold under certain conditions. The sooner that a child
learns not to honour parents who are constantly engaged ina
life of malevolent treachery, the better. It is also a duty
which it is ver ficult to express in clar terme defining the
actions it requi duty i cerainly very diferent in the
case of a child from what it is in the case of a grown-up man,
It is true, however, that in normal cases peoples! “ve, other
things being equal, a duty (o respect their parert:5and there
are other similar duties of general obligation, suck. ag,the duty
of gratitude for benefits that have been received. So it is
not the case that moral rules can give no positive guidance;
the duties mentioned in this paragraph arc just as universal
a5 the dutis of abtaining ffom murder of thefi

unlonumlely they are in most cases cqually
express in terms which will give definite .mdanec in a par-
ticular difficult case.

It is however the case that many of the dutics of any man
depend so much on his particular station or condition that it
is impossible to tell him definitely what his dutics are apart
from a common-sense injunction that he should respect the
universal rules, both positive and negative, which are known
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hoth by our accepted moral codes and the commands of our
own consciences. About the dutics of a man’s station it can
B¢ Said that cxperience shows that the individual who tries
to carry out faithfully the duties by himself is
constantly discovering new dutls outsider misses
altogether, and so develops a sensitivity to what is ﬁmn‘ in
situations connected with his own station.
‘makes a deliberate attempt to apply the gcnml pnnuplts or
cthics (o particular cascs but, as has already been sai
is much doubt as to whether he is really et e
man who lives conscientiously in a particular situation is more
Tikely tosee what s hisduty Than i the siled casuist
inction has been made between dutics of perfect
obhynon and duties of imperfect obligation, and it is here
that fi tween
duties has been most cvident. (a) sﬂm.m all that is
meant by ealling a duty a duty of perfect ien is that
it can be clearly expressed in a definite law e Bxn ought
always to pay W debts" or *Thou shalt not commit adultery"
(in the narrowest interpretation of that commandment).
On the other hand it is difficult 10 express definitely in terms
of action the command to be generous, so this is called a duty
of imperfect obligation. (b) In other places a duty of perfect
abligation s 3 duty which holds uncondiionally in any
circumstances whatever, such as the obliga be honest.
(Gfimpertect obligaion i on ths View, one that is
conditions; for cxample, the
glying money in charty ony holds when thre is ome
vidual present who is in some respect in greater nced
than the charitable person. (1) A dloxcly nl:(ed ey of
ll o hold that while

obligatory, duties of .m,mfm
obhgauon only Dol Tor Cerain dduals becase of thee
particular station. The duty of being honest is a duty of
pertect abligaton holding for everybody ; the duty of engaging
in scientific research is a duty of imperfect obl

cumbent only on people who have certain al
certain amount of education. It is doubtful whet
these three distinctions has much significance for et
the phrases *perfecs ebligation’ and ‘imperfeet abligaion:
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may easily lead onc to think that the sccond class of
e s 16 obligatery than the fist. The obligaions of a
man to do the dutie of his particular staion may in many
cases be stronger than ou.;.mn to Rlfil such duties of
perfect obligation as req\uun‘ beneits; and often all that we
‘mean by calling an of imperfect is that our knowledge
ot e omigmion &

§5. Duly and Virtue

Is it possible to do more than one’s duty? Are there good
actions which cannot be called obl g.myy, but which add to
the moral goodness of the agent? Common opinion makes
such a distinction and holds that a man’s duty consists of
obvious obligations like the performance of his daily work,
the care of his mil, and common kindnes t these around
hm- Tf, however, a man does some

mperfect.

duty, it is often called *virtue’, a special use of a term which
used in as great a variety of meanings as ‘duty’
el A man who pays his taxes regularly to the government
is merely doing his duty; his
Property to the government s doing more than his duty, and
50 giving evidence of his *virtue", Theologum have made a
similar distinction and have called those good actions which
are more than duty *works of supererogatior
times what is meant by this dis fion s . ely that
certain duties are enforced by the hws of ones ’s :5hiry and
do his whole duty
be lacking in the
distinctively moral virtues, like generosity and gradtude,
‘ confined to the
perfect obligation in any of the three meanings
our last section, and the dities of imperfect obligation would
then be mcluded und:r irtue’, n, 2 man may do d
duties which publ n demands that he should do, and
these arc I:bellld hu du(y, but anything more demanded
from him by his own conscicnce will appear to others as
virtue. It has already been remarked that a man who lives
conscientiously in a particular station will find in it duties
that the ordinary man does not know to exist. The business
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man in the city is apt to think of the rural sqwn iy idle
fellow who lives a lazy life in the country,

finds in s station duties of otering good ag'leullm ey
ndmmmcnng local affairs which can be very full expressions

* e xluory, however, can admit of no real distinction
between duty and virtue. Tt holds that even those who have
siten o the greatest heights of moral excelencs can anly sy
*We are unprofitable servants; we have done that whic
ous duy to do. Such r from the ordinary it

ho marvel at their ‘virtue' jing a decper i

What their duty is, and in occupying a station in which larger
and wider dutes are required, There are cerin dutics
which are duties only for a very limited number of people;

only the millionaire has the duty of disposing of large amounts
of wealth which are not nesded for his porsonal . One
factor which makes duty different for different people
different guidance given to each man by his own prist

1 one man sees it clearly to be his duty to pay a certain tax,
while another man in the same circumstances sces it cqually
clearly to be his duty to refuse to pay that tax, we may hold
that fuller knowledge would bring them both to the same
view, but in the present state of their knowledge it is clear
that ‘conscicnce points to a different duty for cach of them.
So the man who s said to be doing more than his duty s really
the man ight shows him that he has duties
Which 4ot recognized 2 such by his 1 conscenous
neighbours

The important distinction is not that between ‘duy" and
virtue', or between dutics of perfect and duties o ect
acion, in wo of the mesnings of these phrsscs but
Dtieon the dites that are camman <0 ol and the dues
dhat are peculisr o individual in view of her special sation

that the former l sense
'duna and more unpoxum than the latter; ethical writers
have encouraged this mistake by taking most of their ex-
amples from among the universal duties. Many good men
may, outwardly at any rate, obey the Ten Commandments or
any universal code; like the ruler of the Gospel, they can say:

? Luke xvii. 1o,
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“All these have I kept from my youth up."t For such good
men the real test of goodness comes when the circumstances

standing duty; the young man of our example vas called
‘that he had and give

upon toscll all the procceds to the poor.
6. Duty as Moral Obligation
Since section 1 is chapter we have been talking of

wo of

duties as particular obligations, but we must now go bac)
102 use (akin to that mentioned in the first section) in which
duty stands for moral obligation gencrally. We may, for
example, undertake a certain journey cither becausc we want
10 do i, or because it is a necessary means to our fulfilling
some purpose that we have in view, or because it is our duty
todoso. We saw in an earlier chapter that the motive to an
action may be an impulsc within us driving us on to the
action or an end at which we are aiming, or a sensc of duty:
“This is the meaning of the word ‘duty’ in Wordsworth's
famous ode, and in Bradley's chapter title ‘Duty for Duty’s
Sake’. We may say that Kant held that duty in this meaning
is the only motive which gives moral value to an action-

In this sensc, duty is the obligation to conform to the moral
standard, whatever it may be. If we hold that the standard
is a law, cither a law of God or a law of nature, our duty i$
our obligation to obey that law. If we hold that this standard
is the attainment of one or many i cally things
for ourselves or for other people, our duty is our {Ziygation to
seck thesc ends.  Our study has made it amply clear that it
is not easy either to know or to apply these standards, and
when people are enjoined to do their duty, all that is usually
meant is that they should act according to the immediatc
intuitions of their consciences. Indecd, all that the moralist
can advise for any particular moment of choice is that it is 3
man’s duty to do what his conscicnce at that moment i
dicates, although the moralist may add that the individua!

an even graver duty of educating his conscicnce in 30 ¥
a3 he has the power to do so. i

People vary much in the extent to which their conduc
determined by what they consider to be their duty, th

* Luke xviii, 18-23.
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sense of duty in the common pheasc. People who are so
guided in an outstanding way are said to be conscientious or
said to have a strong sense of duty. It is debatable whether
this conscientiousness is necessarily a mark of outstanding
goodness of character; there are cases where it may indicate
rather strong tendencics in the direction of evil which have
10 be combated and overcome. There is at any ratc a very
erent type of good hat of the conscienti
re are people who seem to do good almost unconsciously
without any feeling of obligation. Wordsworth refers to

them as
*Glad hearts without reproach or blot,
Who do thy work, and know it not.”

In many ways this is the nobler type of character. On the
other hand many hold with Kant that there is a special moral
value in doing an action simply because it s a duty, and not
because it appeals to any other motive. It is through such
acts of willing what is contrary to a man’s own inclinations
that a strong character is developed. The sense of duty does
have a place in the moral lfe, but it is not the only mofive to
good actions. The aim of the good man is o form sut
habits of doing his duty, including the habit of watching O:J
new opportunities of good action, so that he may do g °
almost automatically, without a constant reference (o the
guidance of his own conscience which may even lead him into
a bad hSpof morbid introspection-



Chapter XVI
VIRTUE

§1. The Meaning of Virtue

The Greek word dper which is translated by the English
word “virtue’ was used for excellence of any kind, and we
occasionally find the English word used in a similar way, s
in the sentence ‘The medicine has lost its virtue'. But
generally the excellence referred to is an excellence belonging
10 man, 5o that the virtues may be described as the forms of
h\:‘mn excellence. In ethics, ‘virtue’ is used with two some-

i (a) A virtueisa qy
—a disposition to do what is right in a particular direction, ¥
10 perform one of the more universal duties mentioned in the
Jast chapter. (b) A virtue is also a habit of action corres
ponding to the quality of character or disposition. We imay
refer 10 the honesty of 2 man,.or to the honesty of his dealings
equally as virtues.

Laird has divided virtues into three classes.! (a) There arc
ues of what he calls the rightcous quality. A virtue of this
ind consists in the habit of performing a duty of 7 Y rticular
kind and in the quality of character which leads
of action. The only distinction that can be made between
virtuous conduct of this kind and right conduct, is that the
term “virtuous conduct” emphasizes the habitual performance
of what is right. (b) There arc virtues, secondly, of what
Laird called the requisite que are necessary to 3
virtuous character, but are also found in bad characters,
and indced may tend to increase the wickedness of the bad-
Such virtues include prudence and perseverance. ‘The villain
who is persevering in his villainy is a worse man than the
villain who is hesitant. () There are virtues, thirdly, of the
generous quality. These are chiefly of an emotional kind, and

¥ Laird: A Study in Moral Theary, p. 85.
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they add somethi i
oy omeling sl ol b o e e
other respects right. They ;:"‘:!"" to actions that are in
qualiy of nobilty fo conduct et s ol e e
nd this in the adventorous coursge 5 morally wrong. We
S rigd e s chity 5c someine: atibued o
often shown to people chiely in tion) and in the loyalty
AL i N AN
e e o v som inrin value; thi
eleast s suggested by the value that we i to these virtues
the pretnaste of people w! < ho ood reult follows from
by of the ﬁ‘mm;n ihelr et Of the three
e L
chicfly be c ‘ fhis ghaper v
Sty B e, Wi U il
hey are of value only when the righteous quali, for
Vi e
endowmes fedmiitn
ondon “;‘:isr:dmmyow:‘:ew classes do, and are hardly
i Do acquired merely by ¢ consentons doing of onc’s
iy, Vit o s Sy e B b o
colour and an_ adventurous a-mlle:ch'(; B :
times sadly lacking in those whose virtues ety of the

ghteous quality. Those who think of virtue as heng 50 e
3-;:5“ r:a‘:'pnt‘ll\:n gﬂzgﬁn;-s du‘ty appear to be thinking ofien

of , an i
hm 3. of emoton and e e o b
few peopic attain in the moral life.

Just as the particular duties which are required of a
vary \v4nl| his station, so the virtues required of a man
with his station. Aristotle recognized this when he pois
out that the courage which is requircd of a soldiet is nearer
1 rashness than the courage which is required of 2.5
man. There s a similar diflcence of empiist o dif
virtues in different conditions of socicty. i
age when England had enjoyed a long pe
peace, Spencer could write that ‘conduct gains ethi n
in proportion as the activitics, becoming Jess and less militant
e e and more industrial are such as do Aot necessitate
Tmutual mjury or hindrance but consist with ‘and are frt




304 An Tntroduction to. Ethics

co-operation and mutual aid”.1 At such a period the
ey airtues seemed fa less important than the industrial
Virtues, but in a generation like our own, that has secn two
wworld ‘wars, the military virtues of courage and cndurance
receive a new emphasis. Yet it is possible to exaggerate the
extent 1o which the virtues are affected by the moral atmos-
sphere of a people, what Bradley called their ‘cthos’.
Iuis casy to fall back into the error of the relativists and hold
that what is virtuous is always relative to circumstances.
“This is not the case. The four cardinal virtues of the Greeks,
justice, wisdom, courage and scll-control, may have different
applications in modern times from what they had in the days
of Pericles, but their essential nature remains the same. Th

virtuous element in courage is fundamentally the same in the
courage of the three hundred defending the pass of Thermopy-
Iac against insuperable odds, and in the courage of ‘that very
gallant gentleman’ Captain Oates walking out to certain
death in the Antaretic snows to add one small chancc towards
the saving of his comrades’ lives, although Captain Oates

ck heroes w

was engaged in an enterprise that the Greek heroes woul
hardly “have understood. Different circumstances, or 3

ferent ethos, made the actions in these two cases very
different, but the high virtue of courage was the same in
Doth. ‘This is so much the case that the chief value of the
analytical study of certain of the virtues which will be made
in this chapter is that it confirms the view that there arc
kinds of conduct that are objectively good and thyfie: reason-
able explanation of their goodricss is that they cotiiorm t0 &
natural law of some sort.

§2. Plato’s Treatment of the Virtues

In Plat’s Republic there is found the outstanding exposition
of the Greck doctrine of the four cardinal virtues, and there
can be no better introduction to these virtues than to follow
as far as is possible Plato's argument.>

In a conversation between Socrates and some of his friends,
the question is asked: ‘What is justice?’ (The Greek word

* Spencer: Data of Ethics, Ch. 3, vii.

*Bradley: Ethical Studies, Esay V.

2 Plato: Republic, Rooks T—IV.
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Sixatoouvn used, has rather a wider meanin
i 3 . than

English word ‘justice"; it connotes something between st
and righteousness generally.) Two common answers are
8iven to the question, namely (a) that justice consistsin doing
8ood to one’s friends and bringing harm to one’s cnemies,
and (b) that justice is a name for the interest of the stronger.
The former is aki

akin to the modern view that justice consists
Socrates

in the giving 10 every man of what he deserves, but
refutes this view by showing that, in o far as a good man is
890d, he docs not do_evil even to his enemies, because it is
goodness and not evil that springs from a just character.
The latter is akin to the common explanation of morality
given by sceptics, that thosc in power make the prevailing
rules of morality in order to protect their own intercsts.
Socrates replies by showing that cvery artst aims at the
perfection of his own art, and he includes rulers and indeed
men of action of every type among artists. A doctor as doctor
secks the good health of his patient; it is only in so far as he is
a_money-maker and not a doctor that he sceks big fecs.
Similarly the ruler or administrator of justice sceks the good
of his subjects and not his own good.

Socrates admits that, while he has shown that the two
suggested definitions of justice are falsc, he himself has not
given a clear notion of what justice is. Two of his com-

i ith the desiy arousing Socrates to give a fuller

il how much more dvamageous
han justice in the practical lfe of the world.
likely to face martyrdom, while the
Tt Yan got she bee of the gods by
is causes Socrates ©

skilful use of atoning sacrifices. This

attempt to define and defend justice. -
He ’l;cgins by studyiny Jarge scale as it s found
in a state, for ther it Wi

fend justce
L ore sy (0 cxamin than in the
n which it occurs in the character of an
A" sate begins becausc each individual finds
possible to supply bis own needs without the Help,
nd it developes unil there re found a6 P00 C00
can practise all the necessary arts. o our
meets the mecds of each individual but makes social orgaEe
tion necessary. Among the various classes of worl
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must be *guardians’, people whose work it s to protect the
citysstate fr territory
in order to meet the needs i growing popuhuon. and in
these guardians Plato’s Socrates takes a very special interest
Such guardians, like watch-dogs ofa good breed, must combine
gendeness and spiit, A good walchdog is gente 0 his
frends and ferce o those whom he Si
ns must be true lovers o!lmowledge hilosophers
for inthis way they vill become gendl 16 their fiends; they
must also have physical strength and courage in order ¢
defend their country in a time of war. For such gnzrd!-‘"“
Socrates suggests a scheme of cducation based on the two
subjects already recognized s the standard subjects for higher
education among the Grecks, namely, literature or music
ull:c Greeks called it (for the pursuit of the muscs includes
ou
in the farm of miltary training.  If these are ungm ina due
they h the philosophic
'md Ihc spirited elements in a human soul At a certain
their education the guardians arc to be tested in
\.'mons ways, and in particular by their ability to resist
means h:uch education, the sons o:
the tests and rise to the positior
“mnrd.a.u, wmc somp::l the children ofg\lardwmpmo:‘Y be
rejected and have 10 find lowlier occupations. The younger
‘men whose probation is not yet complete are called zguhmﬂ
and do the \mtk of soldiers, hhllc me more experiyied and
tried guardians do the work of rul
Soerates suppases that a state orglmud in this way will be
completely virtuous in the sense that cach of the cardinel
virtues will have full scope in it, and he goes on to ask where
the various virtues will be found. Wisdom will be found i
the knowledge of the guardian rulers whose work it is t0 tak®
counsel for the good of the state. Although such guardians
are naturally few in number their wisdom is of supreme im”
Wl::cn for the wclfm of the state as a whole, Courage, ﬂ:
rac
T o m dinal mv:‘w. ; evidently the ;p;c‘-;l e:: o
m}g them wlm things should be rmed and what thi 1
7ot be feared, and a firm knowledge of this kind Wil
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cnable a man 1o resist the allurements of pleas
boldly dangers and paims. 1t would, bave ressed iy
artistic neatness of Plato's argument if the virtue of
emperance were the special virtue of the third and lowest
class of the community, the class of those engaged in produc-
tion both in agriculture and in industry, but temperance (in
Plato’s sense of self-control or moderation) is needed even
more in consumption than in production, and all classes of
the community are consumers.  Socrates points out that the
undiscipli will have more need of this virtuc, but
admits that this virtue must be present in all, thercby causing
the city-state to be a harmony of all classes. It is an agrec-
ment, he says, between those who are naturally better or
worse as to which shall rule.

There has been no mention 5o far of the principal
the ideal state, the virtue of justice, about which the di
cussion of t ublic began, but Socrates says that this
virtue has been implicit in all that he has said about the
organization of the state. Throughout it has been assumed
that cach person must do the work for which nature fits him,
and this is what justice is. Justice is the principle by which

; ] its own work and minds

flourish among the rulers, courage among a
guardians, and temperance among the whole people, working
folk andSyjers alike.

‘Having-L scovered what justice is on the larger canvas of the
state, Socrates goes on o depict it on a smaller scale in
nature of each individual. Here too we fin

may call a man’s ‘brains’ 5
the business of this part to exercise forcthought on CE8 7
a man's whole being. Its characteristic :;mﬁyxsk isdom,
b in a spirited part, :{h"::,“.':t Y K the help

 a man's rational
ions and appetites:

‘guts’, and it is the business of this

it can to the rational part in an-yug’z °". P

decisions and to keep in control a man ePealled
itic. vi hat may

ceisic Vitue o the ird, and the

Courage is the chara
the fighting part of hu
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largest part of human nature is the appetitive part, :oxvgisning
of appetites and desires—'instincis’ in not t0o technical @
Sense of the word. Here temperance o self-control is
obviously the necessary virtue, but Socrates sticks closely
enough 10 the analogy with the state to maintain that a man
is temperate when ‘the two that are governed (that is the
spirited principle and the appetites) agree with that which
governs (the rational part) in regarding the rational principle
as the rightful sovercign”.}  In the individual, as in the state,
justice consists in each principle doing its proper work. ‘The
just man will not permit the several principles within him
o do any work but their own, nor allow the distinct classes
in his soul to interfere with cach other, but will really set his
in order.’s In this way Socrates demons
justice or righteousness is the normal healthy cond
soul, and that vice or injustice is a discased and unhcalthy
condition. Without further argument on the matter his
companions are satisfied that justice is better than injustice.
‘The four Greek cardinal virtues appear in Plato’s argument
10 become one virtue, the control of life by wisdom or reason-
Courage is the virtue by which the rational part gets the
necessary strength 1o control the instinets and appetites, and
temperance is the virtue by which the instincts and appetites
accept the control of reason. Justice or rightcousness a5
a whole is the virtue by which each of the parts does its own
work in harmony with the others. Of course, ifz:%.son is t0
be the controlling factor it must control not only i ppetites
but the desire for knowledge and the will to fight.
can be an unreasonable greed of learning and the spirited
clement in man often is out of control, 1t is up to reason 10
decide just how far each desire should be gratified and each
interest atiended o in a man's plan of life as a whole. In
iew of these facts a great part of the Republic s taken UP
with the planning of a course of cducation, and the framing
of the constitution of a state, which will permit of a dominant
‘,’;‘.:”b':‘::‘ given to reason and knowledge so_that x:ml
y be the wisest control of individua
and of social i, every aspect both of in
* Plato: Republic, Bk. 1V, 442,
*Plato: Republie, B. 1V, 4430,
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Plato’s great contributions to cthical thought arc h
o his
;ec gnition that goodness consists in the nlmnl‘znd proper
functioning of our human nature and his view of society as the
normal background of the moral There is in his theory
A tendency to make morality a means rather than an end by
considering that the moral aspect of life is mercly the frame-
work in which the other human functions carry on their
work harmoniously. There are virtues and virtuous forms of
activity which are intrinsically good and not merely con-
ditions of goodness. The strongest objcction to Plato's
theory is undoubtedly one mentioned by Professor Stace, that
it would be possible for a man to control his appetites per-
fectly and yet be cntirely sclfish; while for many people
selfishness is the most outstanding form of evil.!

§3. The Cardinal Virtues

The four virtues which Plato described in the Republic were
called in later times the cardinal virtues. The word ‘cardinal”
is a derivative of the Latin word ‘cardo’, meaning a hinge,
and the cardinal virtues are the virtues by which the moral
ife i 2 tues by which 8 ol

8 Y
philosophers added to the four cardinal virtues the three
theological virtues of faith, hope and love, but these, at any
rate in the interpretation given o them by the Churchmen of
the Middle Ages, are directed towards God rather than

matters for religion

towardsage's fellow-men, and so are matt
rather tiZa for morality. It is posible siil to regard the
four cardinal virtues, if they are widened somevlat 1 (00

xhope, as the most impon;-:; Comn!::::i -
u wil inly rej a fuller consi - .
o Wi o s b grat deal of dicusion
to what Socrates meant by saying that virtue is know e
and as to the exact nature of the wisdom whic y on[ P o
10 the Republic, has the supreme place in the soul SC00
or righteous man. In modern times 3 dn':-nenim B asure
between the natural intelligence, which pSyeo ;los held 10 b
by means of intelligence quotients and whieh B 00 g g e
largely 2 natural endowment, and the acquirett Knpe Ly
which is obtained from observation -
1 Stace: The Concepl of - Morals, P- 259
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intelligence itself appears to include more than on
at least an analytic ability and a synthetic abil
scientist uses analysis 10 a greater extent than the philosopher,
hesis especially in his attempt to i i
as a whole, There is also held to be a distinction between
theoretic ability and practical ability. Metaphysicians and
mathematicians have theoretic ability, while stockbrokers
and priests skilled at the confessional have practical ability-
he Greek conception of the wisc man, the cogds, scems
gencrally to have put the emphasis on theoretic and synthetic
ability, but it is likely that Socrates included both nat
ability in all its different forms and also acquired knowledge
of all kinds in the virtue of wisdom. .

It is obvious that both nawral intelligence, at any rate of
the more practical kind, and a wide knowledge of facts may
find a place among Laird's virtues of the requisite quality:
Practical skill in dealing with people may cause a man's
bencvolence to be far more useful to socicty than otherwise
it would be, and a knowledge of the circumstances in which
he is acting will certainly help a man in the practice of any
of the virtues of the righteous quality. There can be in
otherwise virtuous people a stpidity which gocs far to nullify
their virtues. On the other hand, such natural ability and
acquired knowledge can also inercase the cvil of 3 Wi
man’s vicious practices. The able villain and the villain who
knows all about the circumstances of his crimg;se MO
dangerous villains.

At the same time it is possible to hold that both natural
intelligence and knowledge that has been acquired are thing®
of intrinsic value. The wisdom of the sage, watching from
his philosophic Everest, *the long heave of the surging world"s
is something that is good in itself and reguires N0 further
Justification, as Aristotle saw in his praise of the life of 0"
templation.i In this scnse, wisdom may be regarded 3 &
virtue of the generous quality, in itself a worthy object of
admiration. The acquiring of knowledge is less am mauer
1 o ively

virtues, depends more on habits of choice. ired
cqui
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knowledge are virtues of the requisite quality, and that some
forms of them, like the wisdom of the sage, are virtues of the
crous quality, but would deny altogether that they can be
virtues of the righicous quality. To leave Laisd’s more aceu-
rate terminology for that of common specch, is it possible to
regard a man as morally better because he is naturally more
intelligent or possesses more knowledge than his neighbours?
The tendency of modern thought is certainly to hold that the
Philosopher or the scicntist need not be morally better than
the uncducated artisan or the farm labourer with a low in-
telligence quotient. ~Indeed, some would say that the secret
of moral goodness, like the sccret of religious relevation,

been hidden from the wis and prudent and revealed unto
babes.  This, ‘however, was not the view of Plato, who
taught that the only people capable of guiding their own
lives and so of controlling the lives of their less gifted fellow-
citizens are men who have been shown by testing to be men of

long training in mathem: '
of dgc“clwpingg their powers of reasoning, The writers oﬁx
Hindu Upanishads shared this view of Plato's; the g who
has reached the intuition of the Brahman, is not only

wisest but morally the best of men. o

"The modern view cerainly requirs some qualifcaionsand
The tendency for certain forms of erimiralty
t commonly among people wnh';hfa;:& low
intelligefed quotient is well csubl-{hfd.'a:g i cerinly
suggests that a certain amount of ability ‘Sof jvant ‘z:‘ : o
living a good life. We arc in danger oo supposing hat
ability and knowledge are necessarily al “ny‘ nd knoy el
of the academic varicty that can be meast £y E);‘ he Cother
university degree to which a man omn\:;, L e for
kinds of ability and knowledge; in a rural commiL 7
example, the best men morally are oﬁtnhm o e bill
ability and knowledge, the far-sighted ! cphcfdm of the bi%
or the philosophic shoemaker, men whom Socﬂ[or o e
recognized as genuine partners of his own, for ey B
who thoroughly understand their own €ra% SUS Ty o of
time have ofien a width of outlook EIERE Ut o e
the specialist confined to a Narrow
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same_tme there is no doubt that relatvely simple-minded
wisc, and specialists
in logical and mathematical reason, who have had the kind
of cducation which Plato recommended, do not appear to
show any conspicuous ability in keeping their appetitcs under
control. What the Greel not realize in the place that
they gave to knowledge is the Tact that for, most men the
intuitive guidance given by conscience which has been un-
consciously trained in the socicty of good men is sufficient
Knowledge for virtuous Iving. A sockly composcd of such
simple-minded people may require from time to time the
presence of a sage to keep its moral ideas from becoming
Tacrly comservatie.  The fello'mhlp of the early Christians
gained much from the prescnce in it of a thinker of out-
standing ability like St. Paul, but there was no ned in that
or any other society for all good men to be philosophers.
There is sometrcs an oulsanding goodnes of characier in
the wise man, a virtue of the gencrous quality, which was
found most conspicuously in Socrates himself, but e o
of those exceptional blossomings of human goodness like the
gallant courage that wins os or the extreme
asceticism of certain saints. _For the ordinary man the moral
duty in the matter of wisdom appears to be to use what
ability he has to discover what is right and to put himself
er the guidance of belter men, at least to the. extent of
nginthie company and following heir xamplgs .
b) Cuurage. Plato recognized the subor place of
courage in the moral life.Wisdom comes first in givi
man his directions, and courage is then needed to resist that
fear of pain which drives a man away from the path in which
wisdom directs him. There seem to be several closcly akin
virtues included in courage. There is a courage of ¢
gencrous quality which is largely a matter of natural cn-
dowment, and which sometimes occurs in people who are
very unworthy in other respects. This kind of courage may
win the Victoria Cross in war, but it also may be scen in the
performance of a daring crime. Of courage of the righteous
quality there scem to be at least two kinds: (i) active courag
o valour which persists in carrying through a course of action
in spite of threats of pain or even actual experience of pain;

%
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and (ii) passive courage or fortitude which bears unavoidable
suffering without flinching.  Closely akin to these is the virtue
of perscrerance or of stcking 1 3 course of action, but in
this case the moral agent docs not face pain so much as
incrtia or weariness. Perseverance was a virtue that was not
conspicuous among the ancient Greeks, but it is regarded as
one of the most important of virtues in the cthos of our modern
industrial age. It is a virtue of the requisite quality, and
crscverance in evil tends to increase rather than diminish
the evil of 2 man’s action. Valour and fordtude, however,
are undoubtedly virtues of the rightcous quality. As all
virtues do, they depend to some extent on natural endownent,
ut they are developed by practice and become habits of
doing what is right in face of pain or difficulty. It is common
to distinguish physical courage from moral courage. Physical
courage may be of two kinds which may of course be found
together in onc person. (i) It may be a natural insensitivity
to pain or to objects normally arousing fear. In the case of
such courage the flight instinct deseribed by MacDougall is
weak, and the intelligence is generally of a low leve, a fact
that s ofien described by saying that there is ‘a lack of
imagination”. (i) Physical courage may be another name
for the courage of the gencrous quality that has already been
ned, @ matter of natural endowment, but also of
i . Moral courage differs from physical courage
its ful\mRmsciousncss of the pain to be faced in adhering
1 the riga course.  People vary in the kinds of pain which
cause them the most dread.  Some people fear most the pains
that come from physical causes like Shakespeare's philosopher
who could not endure the toothache;! others far the paiss
caused by social disapproval, unkind remarks and conse-
quently wounded pride; others more ‘aintly dread only the
agonies of remorsc of conscience. In the moral life there are
pains which arc 10 be avoided rather than faced; men are
not called to face the pains of condemnation by their own
conscicnces or the wrath of God; they are rather to avoid the
actions which lcad 10 such painful experiences. Itis not the
of pain that is  vitue o th righcous quliy,

g of what is right in the face of pai
¥ Shokespeare : Muck Ado, V, i, 36.
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(¢) Temperance. Temperance is regarded by Mackenzie
as parallel to courage. Just as courage i the virtue which
the fear of pain, is the virtue
which offrs reistance o the allurements of pleasurc. Tem-
perance is not merely a ..q;am virtue engaged in repressing
the appetites. Plato himsell describes it in more positive
terms as unanimity on the question 2s to who will govern
in the sate, an n the individua temperance s at work

in upvdmg the rational principle as ihe rightl sovrcgn.
Temperance docs not merely restrain our passions and desires
but it takes from reason guidance as to how far these dulm
should be satisfied. In no sensc is temperance to be regarde
as antagonistic to pleasure; indeed the only pleasures i
which tempeance i dircly concerned would b, according
to the Grecks, the pleasures of excitement, for to be
by reason prevents one from being carricd away by P
ment. Temperance demands a_rcasonable moderation or
a happy blending of the domination of reason with the other
tendencics of human nature. _This was a virtue highly rated
by the Greeks as in their proverb, un8iv dyav (‘Nothing
100 much’) and we shall se i the next scton ha i took
a central place in Atistotle’s conception of i
empetance i supremdly a viriae which gives beauty to
the moral lfe. It shuis out completly fanaticism or the
irratonal purt of any single limited good. Jgsh human
desire or aspiration is to be satisfed o its propeihicgree, and
the wl\ok moral e will hav the harmony o proporton of
a grea ary ption of the good life was
Bt o the rekes ot o, aceidom that they
referred to the good man as onc who is *beautiful and good”
(kadss wiyafiés). The limit up to cach craving of
man's nature may be satisfied is determincd by reason in
accardance with the supreme virue of wisdom, There is
through
blunon among the contending desires of & man. The
ous balance s (o b accomplised by mary
Tiomal power, and these need the help of man's .p.md'
element to accomplish their purpose, for the moral struggle
1 Mackenzic: Manwal of Ethics, Bk. 111, Ch. 4, fvi(a).
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is ot an casy one. This domination by reason gives a cerusin
dignity and poise to the good life as it was conceived by the
Greeks, and the Greek word owdpooivn, which is translated
into ‘temperance” in English, has always this suggestion of

fied serenity.

There is however an clement of‘going (0 an exteme’ in

c good life which is apparently antagonistic to
ietuc i closcly akin to that pereverance or perstence
h may be considered as conneeted with the virtue of
courage. The Greek view of temperance s perhaps slightly
caricatured by the author of the book of Ecclesiastes (who
was probably an Alexandrian Jew): *Be not rightcous over
much, ncither make thyself over wise. Why shouldest thou
destrey thysclf?! “This s opposed to the teaching of the
‘estament in which Christ bade his disciples ‘hunger
and thirst aier rightcousness”.* This sccond kind of good-
ness is prepared to persist in the right course even (o the ex-
tremest forms of slfsacrfice 1t i the charaieii of the
hero and of the saint but iperance, it hos an acsthetic
i is what alled"a, virtue of the generous.
A reconciliation between the two apparently oppos-
ruucsis posible, For th normal courscof [ wisdom
ordains a due proportion in all d come
occasions when the only ftting coursc_of 'mmn, certainly
morally fing and perhaps aestheically fuing, i to o sl
out for the realization of one Tt then looks
as if rea’ were thrown aside in the process, but it may be
that wisdom e divcts the forgeting of its own more

ormal courses at such a moment of high dut
(@) Juste. - Justie s dvcimguished from e otht cardinal
virtues in having a more cxplicit reference to man's social
relations. Wisdom, courage, and temperance are primarily
virtues of an i usiice is primarily a virtuc of
a society. There arc 's con-
ception of justice that arc

red for
mdlvldnal for justice is ‘the power that makes each mmbef
of a statc do his own work’ and the rulers are to see that ‘no
1 Ecclesiastes vii. 16,
* Matthew v.
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one nay appropriate what belongs to OtheTs I be d*vr‘_-ml
of what is his own.} This surely means ‘Ccom from
interference.  Agai i nt of equality among

ber

form.  Freedom and

at have been found
re

cquality are
quality are not merely conventions in some sense

useful in the development of socicty; the! n
natural, and based on Taws of natore, I i nawurally fuing
individual should have some freedom for his creative
ereative impulsc remains suppressed.
It i fitting again in some degree to treat human beings as
equals; the rescmblances among men ar¢ far greater than
the modern conception of justice we add

as Butler in-
ted, conscience judges that pain is 3pproPriale to wrong-
doing and hnppimi los wu.d,,%:.g. This 100 is a kind of

ws of justice differ from onc another as they
the principle of equity or the princi
deservingness, Justice with the cmphasis on €qu
conveniently described as ‘Each to count as onc, and nonc
as more than onc”. I this were applicd merely to the dis-
tribution of goods it would be identical with Aristotle’s
distributive justice.? Justice with the emphasis on descrving-
ness may be stated in the principle ‘To cvery man according

to his merit’, or in a more particular seuting, ‘To.gvery man
according o his work'—a c more or @ akin to

Pl
Aristolle’s retributive justice.? The difference between these
two views of justice is merely one of cmphasis. ‘Each to
J i ity of men, a

stantly 0 be reminded. “To cvery man accor

ics an absolutc or unconditional equality; it main-
tains that there is a natural fittingness in reward and punish-
‘ment as well as in the like treatment of all.

‘The special problem of justice is to what extent cach of these
principles s o be realized aficr due consideration of other
BK. 1V, 433¢.
 Butler: Dissertations IT (§246 in British Moralists).

3 Aristotle : Nicomachean Ethics, V, ii 3
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N . ual
moral principles. The principle of equity demands an ¢
Tieuribition of satisfactions among all persons. . The prnciPlc
of deservingness holds that it is right that special satisP2ceT
be given to the deserving and that certain should be d6MS0
to the undescrving. Both of these may find themselV 0
confiict with an cthical principle that the amount of 8004 .
the universe should be increased as much as is PoSiIc
whatever that good may be thought to consist by the differing
schools of ethics). In the present arrangements of so€icty
at any rate these three principles appear to lead (0 Ve
different distributions at least of material . The mert
giving to cach individual of an cqual amount of wealth WO
not satisly the principle of deservingness, for people Who
great public service would receive no greater reward than
the others. Nor would such a distribution tend to the i~
‘scientists
increasin

Virtue

crease of the total amount of good, for doctors and
and others who do a very special service towards the 8
of the total amount of good would on this distribution 1ack
the nccessary resources for engaging in the rescarch which
their work demands. Modern socialism realizes this, and
it mects the difficulty by placing such specialized goods under
the control of the government so that they may always be
available for those who are most fitted to make usc of them
for the common welfare. According to this arrangements
cducation is provided without charge by the state for all
individuals in so far as they show the ability to profit by it
and re/Prch laboratorics are provided for those who have
the ability to use them. The same difficulty in conforming
to the three principles we have mentioned does not occur in
the case of spiritual goods, for, as we have already scen, the
fact that onc person is enjoying them docs not prevent other
people from enjoying them. Many people can cnjoy simul-
tancously a beautiful scenc or a wonderful picce of m

Rashdall mediated between the principle of cquity and the

principle of deservingness by a principle of cqual considera-
tion. What cach individual has a right to s not an cqual
share of the common good but a consideration equal to the
consideration given to others.! Professor Stace, in a similar
way, says that justicc demands that therc ought not to be
+ Rashdall: Theory of Good and Esil, Dk. 1, Ch. 0,
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any diferent treatment of persons as prons. Jusice docs
ot deny ht ez ar cxrinsc diflrcnces bevicen persons,
such as s, o that peopl ought 10
b trenied differently from one ..mm because of
exrinsic. differences. Rashdall’s et Miiod
into account among the extri ferences what cach
individual deserves, and deservingness would be 5o widely
imerpreied 2 1 include nov marcly the work donc by an
individual or the *virtue" of the

the common good, should be provided with an arif
Agan, the fact hata i e vend Groek gives him a claim
use of a Greek dictionary and copics of the Greck
Casic hat the person wh knows no Greck, however worthy
and hardavorng he may be,has not go. What the con-
cept emphasizes s that there are other
Slkrations Tn cihics than the mere increasing of the 1ol
amount of good. The necessity of such a principle is most
clearly seen in the case of hedonism; a fair distribution of
pleasure is even more desirable than an increasing of the total
amount of pleasure. When we turn 1o the higher forms of
ood there is probably no eonflict involved, for in the case
of intrinsically good things like moral perfection, a
rjoyment and jhe comprehension of trath, the
aisbution of these goods the greater will be e
total of the good achicved.

"The notion of each man getting what he nceds suggests
another virtue which is commonly held to be a necessary
supplement oustic, thewirtu of benvolence, Bencvolence
consists in the satisfying of the nceds of others even of the un-

¢ has been pointed out that the principle. of
ezation in jusice docs take into account peoples

s the function of benevolence to emphasize this
aspect of jusiceas contrasted with the aspects of ity and
dcurvmgm'u Tt has been suggested that if there were a

rfectly just distribution of goods there would be no place
For benevolence in the moral fife, 1t i true that the mere

3 Stace : Concept of Morals, p. 176.
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giving of money by the rich to the poor would disappear.
In our present state of society, however, people who have
approximately the same amount of wealth and wha ive in
the same class of society, find constant opportunitics of helping
one another because of the special abilitis of each, and this
is surely an exercise of the virtue of benevolence. What
would disappear in a just order of society is the attitude o(
patronage on the part of the giver, and the attitude of servi
En the part of the recciver, and the disappearance of both
would be a great moral gain.

§4. Aristolle’s Conception of Virtur
Aristotle said that the moral end is ‘cudaimonia’, which
may be translated *happincss", and he said that ‘ cudaimonia®
consisted in the exercisc of a man's soul in accordance with
virtue. To putitin “Arisiolle’s own terminology, ‘cudaimonia®
is the end, or what was later called the final cause of the moral
iie, while virue is what s lnter called the om” o the
*formal cause’ oral life. The *form" is analogous to
the mnup(ion of his picture in the mind of an artist which
guides and y as he works, and wi
shape 10 his creation. Aristotle defined virtue as a habit of
choice, the characteristic of which lies in the observation of
to the circumstances
of the individual concerned), as it is determined by reason
or as the gractically prudent man would determine it.*
Arx:lo.&txﬂrdcd virtuc as primarily a habit of action, and
50 it was with him only secondarily a quality of character.
Virtue is not a mere habit, but a habit of choice. Aristotle
dcrmcd chlce us the deliberate desire onhmgs in our power
after ation of them by the intellect. ice accord-
ingly & in some  sonse fce for it dels v hmgx in e ovn
power, and it is when such a deliberate choice is repeated
That 1t becomes.the habit of action which we call  virtue.
The choice, for cxample, of doing what is right i
of pain becomes, when habltul,the viswe of cn The
mere doing of single good actions may be accidental o
* Aristoule: Nicomachean Ethics, l. vii, 8.




320 An Iniroduction o Ethics

merely impulsive; it is the habitual choice that counts as
wvirtue.

The point in Aristotle’s definition which has been most
discussed s his notion of the mean or middlc course. A virtue
is rgarded a3 were 2 middl posiion bevwen (o vies;
courage, for example, is the middle rashness
and cowardice, and fibealiy s the midlc positon betwcen
extravagance and miscrliness. The place of the mean relative

at the extremes depends on the circumstances
ivdual, A solders courage shoud be pearer 10
rashnes t of a statesman, for it s his business to take
TR el et o part of a statesman (o
take. This conception is obviously in agreement with the
Greck cmphasis on i

expressed in the maxim ‘Nothing too much’, and it is a
direct development of Plato’s treatment of temperance.
Plato was content with showing how cach desire or appetite
was to be satisfied in accordance with the directions given by
wisdom for the just Mcusn whole. _ Aristotle characteristically
wanted to determi

sccuracy, and 50, intead of reatim ion to human
nature as a wholc, he tricd to assign to e o he place
moderation would give it between two contrary vices. He
confined himself however to the degree of the virtue, and did
not mention what ant for morality the
direction in which the virtue should be exercised, Joscph
has pointed out that we nced to know not onffthé right
degrec of anger which forms rightcous indignation, but cven
‘more the kind of person towards whom such anger is rightly
directed. We are apt to regard the mediating vi
mixture of two_vices, but Burnet and N. Hartmann have
denied. his 1 Courlgc s not a synthesis of rashness and
2 combination of stout-hearted endurance and
P formghl both of which are good statcs of mind.
hat the doctrine of the mean emphasizes is the necessity
of a conroling princple which will determine in each
ticular case just where ics, and that poin
o the coniro by resson which, for Aritotl as much as for
Y H. W. D. Joseph: ristotle's Definition of Moral Virtue : Philosophy,
Vol. IX, p. 168.
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Plato, was the characteristic of the just or virtuous man.
Aristotle himself :dmlucd that justice is not a part of virtue
but the whole, a te of his interest in details, he un-
doubtedly cccped Plato's view of the unity of the

the one rational mind with its quality of wisdom
“h n determines the degree to which each tendency of
human nature should be developed. Aristotlc mentioned
in his definition two ways ln which the. mun can be discovered.
The one guide s -reason’, and we can dentiy ihis with the
knowledge which Socrates regarded - sirtus, or with the

which was
Blato's guardians, and which was developed by 3 long o
tion in logical studies. _Aristotle, however, who kept the com-
mon man more in mind than Plato had done, had another
guide to the mean.  In his definition he

&' the prudent man would determine it

udent man is not the theoretic abili
but the practical ability of a man of experience. mple
of such a man can show ordinary people just ow far cach
tendency should be allowed free play in the virtuous life.
There is a vay of learning what is right by 2 plilosophical

way of following the tumple ofthose i e eotnes and
demonstrated t n the practical experience of
o A mne ol dgseoed the ability of the practically
prudent man as that of forming a practical syllogism as con-
trasted $th the theoretc syllogiam of th philsapher. The
major premisc consists in a general moral rule, however it
may be obtained. The minor premisc eorsiss i the recogni-
tion thata particular action is one that conforms to the general
rule; and the conclusion is the carrying out of the actual
acion,  The povsr of apprchendingthe rle and patcuary
e pover of secing which actions conform to it ar in

by Aristotle in practical wisdom (pdvnors), which is the
quality of the prudent man (the gpovpos). Even with
Aristolle’s second guide there is no abandonment of the
w that virtuc is knowledge; he only pointed out
that there i another and mre practical kind of knowledge
than the theoretic contemplation of the philosopher.

The outcome of the teaching of the Greck philosophers on




322 AAn Introduction o Ethics

virtue may be expresed in modern language by saying that
ies a certain point of view, and tlis would be

generally accepted among moralists. A man who does good
deeds simply by impulse or from outside pressure can hardly
be n(lrded as. lnlly virtuous. The view of the Greeks that
this point of view is predominantly intellectual or rational,
so that oohmm reaoning must aluays be the dominant
cuide, is not so ly acceptable in modern times except
among dealiss ho n hm been influenced by Hegel, In the
of good men the poi w implied in fovdncs ns

e e ol religous than inicecuual. The rehgious
outlook, in the case of the higher religions at any rate, docs
imply that the good e s rational and consisent, but it
p! I more for it holds that goodness gets its

a personal loyalty rather than from the need

i Imng m-eumuny consistent. 1t is with this question of

the relation of a man’s metaphysical and religious outlook
t0 his moral life that we shall deal in our concluding chapter.




Chapter XVIT
ETHICS, METAPHYSICS AND RELIGION

§1. The Relation of Ethics to Melaphysics
Ethies may be elated to metaphysic, the thery of the
ultimate natu arious ways. ' It has been
et that Ta osalal b w0 i the ol W
is possible at all, he must ncusanly also hold certain views
about the nature of the universe. It has been commonly
considered, for example, that, if there is to be any rcal mean-
ing in telling a man that he ought to have done something
different from what he actually has donc, a man must in some
sense be free to choose between two alterative actions.
It is clearly the business of metaphysics or general philosophy
to inform the moralist whether he has any grounds for making
such an assumption as that of human froedom of choice.
Such assumptions are called postulatcs, and the metaphysical
with which ethics is concerned may be divided as by
nto two groups. (a) There are postulates which it
1y to accept if there is to be any morality at all
in the séfisc of there there being a diffrence between ight and wrong
actions. (b) There are postulates, without which the dis-
tinction between ngm wrong can stll be maintained,

ut t i nd clearness
to the principles of cthical theory. There is a similar differ-
ence among the postulates of the other sciences. In most
natural sciences the law of causation in some form or other is
implicitly accepted as a nceessary postulate; but chemistry,
yhen it postlates the exsence o atoms, s scceping 3
hypothesis which makes its explan
coheren, but without which chemisiry. "ol sl be s roe
bady of knowledge. isogher,
Apart from such many philosophers, especiall

(ho of the Jeatist Enoul ve held hat he naare of goou
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pends on the nature of reality, and so, that our views on
e real will affct (0 a greater or les exicnt our views on
Wbt s good. The first part of this statement has been
ongly denicd by Dr. G. E. Moore, who holds that good is a
e ananalysable quality not depending for its natwre
ks relations to other things in the universe, so that the
O e o these other things can have no effect whatsocver
D ohe Rature of goodness.1 Dr. Moore, of course, does not
Geny that a man's views of the nature of the universe do, as
S ter of fact, influence his views on the nature of goodness.
Obvionsly, ifa man holds that good actions are to bring about
the kingdom of heaven on carth, his atitude to them will be
different from what it would have been if he had held that
good actions have no consequences at all. In the firt case
actions would at least appear to him 10 be desirable;
B0Che sccond case they might not.  Again it may be the case
that a certain metaph i

ethical theory to a thinke
holding that theary, but d
from holding that his ethical

from Heaphysical theory o that his metaphysical theo
e whde ogial reasons for holding the ehical theory.  Dr.
Do ot oncerned with such psychological dif
o orhe holds is a metaphysical view that good
o epend for its nature on it relations to other things. An
Polier like Professor H. J. Paton takes the opposie view,
i tly that the nature of goodness depebuus on the
uresof willing, He maintains that all willing in so far a5
itis thng’:‘:o’d good, nn;_l that ’:he objzlfts of such coherent
e are good justin so far as they arc the objects of
il Fo decide be D o ponerent
Patons views would requirc a metaphysical discussion. fa
beyond the scope of this introduction to cthics. What is
B on poting 5 that the difference in these two philosophers
eraphysical theorics bas meant a difference in'their cthical
Theorkes, aithough Dr. Moore would maintain that, even if
theuniverse actually is what the idealiss tink it to be, it would
@ ference whatever to the nature of good itslf. For
' Moore: Principia Ellica, Ch. 4.
4 Paton: The Good Will.
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Dr. Moorc's realsm good is an unanalysale, indefable
quality. For Professor Paton’s idealism the
acuom or of ob,ecls dqm.a; o theie elations o the will ol'

n Leings or of the Absolute. Ethical views, as con-
wasted with ihical truths, certainly depend on meiphysca
views. Dr. Moore would have to admit that if the sole
Tealiy is eternal and unchanging, ther cauld be no pracial
cllncs, and surcly the negaiv theory of metaphyss sated

r. Moore, that the nature of the universe has no effect
o e e of ‘good, is Tl an imporiant theoy for
cthics.

There are two other ways in which cthics is related to
metaphysics. (a) Ethies makes judgements of value, very
often on the basis of intuitions, and it s surcly for metaphysics
to s, in the lightof s knowledge ofthe unives 3.2 vhole

s judgements are valid. In such a superficial
Study as that con i

as would maintain that such
intuitions are given by God and so necessarily true. The
sceptic who denies the validity of any judgement of value
must aso do it on a metaphysical ground, namely ona teory
that the fpyman mind is incapable of making such judgements.
(b) Or Eie other hand, the judgements of value which belong
primarily o ethics may serve as part of the data of
physical theory. They ofien do so by way of suggestion;
views of human gooduess have undoubtedly sugsested
certain notions of the goodness of God which are found in
religious and metaphysical theorics, although there is no
direct logical relation between the two, Some thinke
however, go a great deal further than this and m:
that the judgements of conscicnce arc data which the
hilosopher must take into account just as he takes into
account the data given by the senscs, and the generalizations
which the scicntists have made from them. The philosopher
must fit into his system of reality such intuitions as that
of Butler when he said that happi appropriate o
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ight-doi thatof’ intained that every
‘man is to be counted as one, and none as more than onc.
There are accordingly four ways at least in which ethics and
:pllyslu arc rchl

‘Reccssary to assume certain postulates,
thes nl.dny \y of which is 3 question for metaphysics.
physical beliefs affect ethical belicfs whether the
st o goadnes acually depends on the ature of the
universe or
() The vahdxly of all ethical judgements can be finally
determined only by metaphysics
Ph(a) Edhics provides judgements of value as data for meta-

§2. The Postulates of Ethics
Kant held that it was necessary for morality to postuace
the existnce of God, frecdom and immoralty.  OF t
the postulate of freedom has becn most commoniy regarded
as a truth wi shich moral judgements would be im.
ctions are held necessarily to be the action
of continuous sclves who are in some sensc the cause of thei
own actions. As a matter of fact there are two mtaphysical

(i
hold that actions arc ly by causes which in the
st place at any Tate were outside the body of the agent.
The individual can no more be said to cause his

1o move itself or cause the movement of a third ball on a
iliard table, (b) dealss of a cerain type hold. shat
ualhas ng reslity except in so far as e s an aspect of
miversal self-conseious Absolute.

is Absalute, which in our Siplc staiement may be

idemified with God, Js the cause of al aciions. i tafecy

actions can be said to have any reality. On either theor
moral actons must be llsory, and 0 we must hald that the
existence ua selves who are in some snve the cause

o thelr ovn actlons cessary postulate for cthics,

Itis much more dificul o say in what exact sense it i
necessary for moralists o suppose that individuals are free.

Plausible arguments can be used to show that machines like
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motor carsare refered 1 3 good o bad, althugh i o
that their movements are determined jus

materialists maintai
are detcrmined. It is
that he uscs the word
t0.a motor car as when he relers to the actions of 2 human
being. The goodness of a motor car is an instrumental
value or the phrase is a figure of specch, using a rather far-
feiched analogy.  We saw that the motion of ‘ebligatorincs
formed an essential part of the notion of m

he
or sclf-detcrminism is the more accurate description of the
actual state of affairs in the universe. In our previous

iscussion we saw that, although indeterminism scems the
more desirable theory for ethics, either of these theories may
on more accurate formulation provide all the freedom that
is needed for morality, but momhly does require a theory
of what we may call a sophisticat Irthis bethe case
it Tollows that a crude raateriliste theory o
i o st she oo of (oo B
Tncidentally this Hlustrates how morality supplies data. for
metaphysics; in this particular case the fact that there are
right and wrong actions, if it be a fact, refutes one of the best-
known eaphysical theorics, mat
\ence of God and the existence of immortality are
at the most  postulates of the sccond kind, those which are of
advaniage in giving significance and clity to an ethicl
theory, but are not abialtely necesary for the citence of
Toraty. Ttdocs not secm necesary to accept these postlates
en the grounds on ‘Which Kant held them, - In the case of
t held that we are under an obligation to
e oursdives pofict, but In view of o ensous nacure,
this must take an infinite time to accomplish. _Yet, as we are
under an obligation to do o, it must be possible to do o0, and
accordingly we must be immortal. To say that perfection
takes an infnite time (o ‘accomplish is, as Professor Broad has
Kant: Dialectic of Pure Practical Reason, Ch. 3, Siv (Abbott,
[-p ald—no)
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pointed out! surcly another way of saying hat it is un-
e. ‘In any case, when morality bids us seck per-

I that is normally meant is that we should keep
on practising a better way of living than we are doing at
present. The perfection with which morality is concerned is
a relative perfection attainable in this life and not an absolute
perfection attainable only afier an infinite time. The real
uses of the postulate of immortality are
to the moral struggle and the significance it gives
that individual peronality is an inirinsic goed. If death
brings complete extinction to the individual it s hard to
undestand what all the bother is about in morality; at the
most a man's right actions could have a rather doubtful
instrumental value in possibly adding to the good for future
generations. 1t is still more difficult to understand how a
nality which is not immortal would have much

ent kind from that of a soap-bubble which

it lasts, but is all over in a very short time.

l‘cclwn al

personality is a thing of intrinsic value and wmt. achicving.
Kant's argument for the existence of God* depended o his
ition that virtue ought 10 be accompanicd by an
. Tt must bt admivied thay this
human conscience,
mation of its truth; &rom our
ordinary experience P any natural inrir elation
evident between the practice of goodness and the enjoyment
of happiness. ~ Kant maintained that, if such a rolaion ought
to exist, conditions must actually exist which would make it
iblc that virtue may always be rewarded by an appro-
tc amount of happiness. Kant held that the only con-
dition which can make the accompaniment of virtuc by
happiness possible is the existence of God who so orders
cvents as to bring this about. It is conccivable, however,
that there may be some natural relation betwcen happiness
and virtue which s not at first sight obvious. It may be that
what is meant by happiness is, as Aristotle said, the exercise

1 Broad: Five Types of Ethical Theory, p. 140.

2 Kant: op. cit., Ch. 2, §v (Abbott, pp. 221-229).
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of a man’s soul in accordance with virtue, and then there is
no need of postulating an outside Being who can maintain
the relationship. It may be, again, that some other postulate,
for example the existence of an impersonal system of rewards
and punishments like the system of karma and rebirth sught
by Hindus and Buddhists, will provide for the possibility of
virtue being rewarded by | happincss jut as electively asthe
existence of a personal God. There are other reasons for
holding this postulate of the existence of a personal God, but
these may be morc convenicnily considered when we consider
the relations of religion and morality.

Rashdall, in his Thory of Good and Evil, wmlcd out two
other postulates which are at least useful to the moralst, and
may be regarded as necessary postulates.! (a) The moralist
generally assumes the exstence f, as some idealists .
have held, there is no such thing as cvil universe, then
the moral ife s not what we usually take it to b, 2 genuine
strugele, but something | t may not be necessa
to think of evil in a dualistic way as something conary to
good. Rashdall thought of it rather as a necessar
quence of the limitations which God has placed on  Himsell
By creating individual minds which are independent of His

(b) Rashdall’s other postulate is that the time
in some sense real. If time is illusory, change can have o
mmy, and moral sction cerainly implics both changes
produ q%by such action in the outside world and changes
P e ehEacter o the moral agent.  Itis truc that for morality
we need to postulate the existence of a permanent sclf, but a
anent self is not an unchanging self. If the self is in-
capable of change then moral effort can in no sense lead to
fection.
Pr'i“m postulates which appear to be necessary for morality
findividual selves who are in some scnse the

ions, the reality of time and the existence

of evil in some sensc.  About the other postulatcs, the existence
of immortality and the existence of God, we can only say that
10 assume them would certainly add significance to the moral
life and clearness to our ethical cxplanations. This fact in

3 Rashdall : Theory of Good and Evil, Bk. 111, Ch. 1, §viii=x (Vol. 11,
PP 235-245)-
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tself. would of course give some litlle support to a meta-
physical lhtory i found a plae fo ths things, alihough
we cannot accept such a theory merely on the ground that it

S more cormeons o s o vl e s
cam only present s qun data and is v necds; meiaphysic
must make its own theori

§3. The Universe m,nu as Possessing Moral Relations
The particular view of morality that has found most support
in this book, namely that the laws of morality are in some not
clearly dcfined sensc laws of nature, is a view with definite
melaphym:l implications. To state all these implications
in a systematic way would mean the statement of a complete
metaphysical theory,and thi,even ifit e possbl tosate
it, is not the scope of an clementary introduction to
ethics. In (hu section some suggestions be made as to
the kind of universe in which the cthical vicws expressed in
this book may be truc. The nature of the universe and the
conscquent validity of our particular view of morality arc
maters o the metaphysician to consder
Tt is common to regard the universe as containing events
selated 10 onc ancther by reladions of cawse and cRect, and
to hold that some events resemble one another so much in
this matter of causation that it is possible to make a general
statement that an event of a certain kind is likely to be followed
by an event of another kind; for example, that the.exposure
of water to great hu(ullkcly w be followed by its e{aporation,
or that the biting of a o particular lind of mosjuite
inikely, bt il less I\kclv to be followed by his suffering
Such general statements are now commonl
o e o 5 oo of nature, although it is only
since the seventcenth century that the phiase atural s or
“law of nature’ is used of A genoraizations In physical
science. It is a matter of dlypnle whether all events in the
universe are related to one another in some such way as that
gencralized in the laws of naturc. Most psychologists hold
that, while the cvents known from the introspection of our
minds are alsorelated to one another in some way, the relation
between mental cvents is not of the same kind as that found
between physical events, and that the Jaws of psychology arc
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not scfentifc Laves in us the s vay as e s of piyic
fic laws. n any case it is unlikely that a knowledge
oFall the causal o apparently causal relations of cventswidhin
human minds would be the whole truth about thesc minds.
‘There are relations in the sphere of mind, such as the relation
of love, which are not merely causal relations, but some-
thing morc. Many people hold that the most important
characteristies of a human being arc not the characteristics
which are common to many people, which would make it
i some
sort, but rather the characteristics in which 2 human being
differs from other people or the characteristics which make
him unique. This view holds that the most important fact
ut a human personality is its uniqueness, so that there
never can be two people exactly similar to one another.
? ked whether it is posible to make
i general statements of other kinds than
" We conainly do o in he case of acihedc
We can say, for cxample, that two colours
1 togeher, o that two muscal otsare alvays
ith one anot! \cse are universal statements
about reations that are ot obviously causal relations.
-h beay

ul
olucc( e well 28 the aspect of smilarty abowt which we £an
make such general statements as thosc occurring in our last
sentenceg it would be impossible for example to express
Deauty Ghe Venus of Milo in a serics of general statements
about acsthetic relations.) The crite may say that causal
relations deal with objective facts, while acsthetic generaliza-
tions deal with fashions in human opinion. Yet an un-
bissed examination wil show a remarkabic avalogy between

the two. in repetitions in our sense data are followed
by reactions in our mind of two kinds; we find that one kind
of sense-impression is repeatedly followed by another kind
of scnsc-impression, and our reaction is to call it a causal law;
we find that one kind of sense datum repeatedly gocs well
with another kind of sese datum and it s raonabl t al
it an acsthetic law. It is truc that

satements of the former kind than of he T, and thatthey
are more widely accepted. This may be due to various
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factors, our lack of interest in acsthetic relations, their greater
obseurity and the apparent fact that they have a more limited
range than causal relations.

‘What the view of moral law as a law of nature maintains is
that there are in the universe other kinds of universal relations
which we may call moral relations. Just as we say that a

in event is always followed by a certain other event, or
that a certain colour always goes well with a certain other
colour 0 e may sy that a certain acio s alwaysth right
action for a certain kind in certain circumstances.
T the ircumstances of srowering a 2 question a true answer is
altays the right or mrally fting answer (0 give, ot in the
circumstar child recciving a command from his

Parens the action which invelves obedienee I+ always the
right or moraly fing action, This type of fact is Just as
much a part of the nature of the universe as the relation of
o anh e beween vinis o dhe slndon of harmony
between two notes in music.  As in the other cascs, it is the

work of human minds to discover moral relations and to
Expres them in gencral stacments which we call Jaws. - But
in all three cases the relations are really there, and are not
mere figments of the human mind as the subjectivists say.
lw important to realize that in the case of moral relations

al

in some cases its
aspect of the action -na ot in the aspects which it shares with
similar actior is an analogy between the three kinds
of relations in still 2nolh¢r respect.  An actual event in the
physical world commonly requires more than one scientific
law to explain it. The growth of a tree, for example, is
explained only to a small extent by the law of gravitation;
there are other causes at work and the statement of th

i biological laws. Similarly, in
deciding the rightness of an action more than onc moral law
will often have to be taken into account, and this is one reason
why there are such doubtful cases in monluy as whether a
doctor ought to give a patient a trac answer which is likely
to injure the patien’s health.
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A metaphysical theory would require to determine whether
there is any connexion between the causal relations dis-
e sciences and the moral relations with wi
Obviously a moral law cannot sy that a cectain
t onc to do in those circumst
physical conditions make it impossible for
action. For example, under present conditions it cannot be
my duty 0 visit my friend in China who is ill and to return to
Britain in time for an engagemen here hi evening, lthough
with changed conditions of transport such a action
may become a man's duty in the future. 1'my fiend were
living in the same city as myself it would very probably b
my duty so to visit him. Supporters of the view that moral
laws are laws of nature may go much further than this. They
may sy that, a8 mature s 3 unity, there are iely © be
nalogics between causal laws and moral laws, between
What actually happens and what ought o happen, for both
arc parts of the same scheme of things. It has been more than
once suggested in this book that sell-sacrifice s both somcthing
that docs happen very widely throughout the physical universe
and something that ought to happen in the moral ife of man-
kind. The natural laws which state that the sced dics i
order to produce a new plant or that the maternal insting
impels the mother bird to save the lives of her young at the
cost of her own life have some analogy with the moral laws
jd 2 man lay down s it for e iends. 10 two hypor
theses \&e to prove y would strengthen this analogy,
Bt here they e given 28 unconfrmed hypothess. (011
scientific laws are, as some philosophers hold, statements
of tendencies rather than statements of what always happens,
then moral laws have an even closer resemblance to scientific
laws than they had on the older view. (b) If the universe is,
as idcalists hold it to be, more mental than material in
structure, then the rlations among its parts may be more
like the mcnul relations of cause and effect, that were men-
tioned at the beginning of this section, than physical relations,
and it appears as T3t would be somewhat easit o it elaions
of rightness into the total scheme of things.
The theory of cvolution has emphasized another aspect of
the universe than that dealt with by the causal laws of science.
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The course of natural history and the ourse of human history
ae regarded a5 proceses of devlopmentyand i nature of

development appears to be a matter of great importance
Tor thics IFthe process of cvolution i, 5 tn carfer vl

donists held endrely determined by mercly natural causes,
then of course it may h-ve no relevance for morality, cxoept
which

be lived. If, however, as some of the more modern views o‘
evolution suggest, there is some ‘steer” or cosmic purpose in
evolution, and we can say with Tennyson that *through the
ages one increasing purpose runs’, then our human purposes
may have to find a coherent place in that cosmic purpose.
Indeed, there are thinkers who would sny that the only
ressonable thery of etic s a eeolgial one okling that

course of cvolution points. I, again, we accept wi h
Bergson and his followers a lwory of ereative cvolutior
may be that one of the ways i i ght is
that it is an expression of ine creative impule in & new
dircction. It is possible to combine these theorics and (o
supposc that therc i at the same time one or more purposes
tovards which the development of the univere is direcied
and also a creative urge at work showing itsc] and
Ui ereations both of new means towards the fulfl
of exsting purpess and of new purposes themclvs, One
the purposes of the process of evolution may be to give this
palite urge fuller scope for its_expression or a
similar view of evolution be corrcet it may be at least part
of the business of right actions to *drive on the system of lifc
the rason tha Dr. Johnson once gave for engagin inacton.
case, a new and closer relation between
bt cientfc o of nature at work in the eours of cvelution
and the laws of morality. This docs not mean that it is
neccssary to regard the laws of morality s on the same level
as the generalizations of the natural scicnces as the carlier
teachers of evolutionary cthics tended to regard them. It
means rather that we are regarding the laws of nature morc
in the way that moralists have regarded the laws of morality
for we are implying that nature as a whole in all its aspects
+ Boswell: Life of Johnson, Ch. 54.




Ethics, Metaphysics and Religion 335

is purposive and even creative. It is into a background o
creative offort and purposes working towards fulment
that our own moral struggles and aspirations are to be fitted.
rentive. evolaion. Suggess another aspect of moraiy

which monistic theories of metaphysics have been in danger
of ignoring. 1 we hold with monistic idealism that the uni-
ignore *the many’,
between

verse is fundamentally one, we are apt t
and in particular the reality of the differences
different individuals. Monism is apt o suggest to the
moralist that there is one singl end, however complex
and many=sided it may appear, at which cvery man ought
always to be aiming. The incvitable result of such a view is
to reduce the moral life 1o a single pattem, and this docs
appear to be one side of morality, and one that is also linked
with the natural world. We saw in an carlier chapter that
for cvery kind of animal and plant there appears o be an
ideal nature, one that the descriptive scientst describes in
his text-book, but 1o which the actual specimens foun
nature are only imperfect approximations. An evolutionist
may even maintain that the coursc of evolution has as one
its purposcs the approximation to the perfect type for 2
particular kind of animal or plant. Since the time of
Aistodle there has been a similar view i cthialtheary. The
good man is the man in characteristics which make
S man o be a man receive adequnte oxpresion. The fue
that man is self-conscious and so can deliberately aim at his
own seDealization makes him different from the o
animals, and, as was suggested carlir in this chapter, if man
is immortal this sclfrealization becomes a matter
greater importance. One side of goodness certainly seems
o be the realization of  human mature that s common to 1
oom must also be found, however, for the view that
the good life is a life in wh.a. unique personalities are
developed and in which new forms of goodness appear. This
adds great umpheauom 0 as nhu:al ‘theory, for the unique
does not admit of generalizations and so far does not lend
itself to scientific treatment In this respect cthics must
take the ide of the plualivs in metaphse for 8 univee
which is to pr » this creadve kind of morality must
have open plssbiltes and opportuites for VAt s new &
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unpredictable. Once again there is something correspond-
ing to this in biological evolution; the course of cvolution

may lead to the development of a more perfect dog in the
sense of a doggicr” dog; it also leads to a great variety of new
Kinds of dog.

‘Accordingly the universe suggested by our moral theory,
and we are only making the most tentative of suggestions, is
a univese with room for other kinds of universal lavs than
the causal laws of natural sciencc. a universe which at
the same time has purposes to achieve in the course of a real
development in time, and is creative in the sense of producing
from time to time things that arc new and unique and un-
prediciable, There are i the couse of s development two

lementary tendencics, that towards the

{ypes and that GGwards the producton, of ur
i . OF current metaphysical theori
et Torm s oy he e which would
suit aur theory best an idealism which must give a

rger place to the many individuals and more oppor-

mmty for creativeness than most idealistic theorics have
given. I the universe is of such a kind, then it is possible
o go back to the old view of the moral life as the
venient to nature’.

§4 Religion and Morality
Religion may be dcfined as the belicf in a supernatural
reality which affccts the belicver emotionally in soxn a way
as to impel him to perform certain acts dirccted towards
m supernalunl reality. Historically there has been a
nncxion between morality and religion, for it

is hkely that religious customs were recognized as such by
men before moral customs were dmmgmsmu from them,
way morality may © have developed
. The distinction was gudullly ‘made between
duties which were primarily cted towards one’s fellow
human beings and dutics h were primarily dirccted
towards God. The duties to one's fellow-men, however,
continued to be regarded as duties which God commanded,
and 5o, even up to the present day, morality and religion
have to a great extent enjoined the same duties. In the
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igher rligions there is an explici ecogion that 0 obey
the laws of moralty tskes o high plce among reiiou
The Hebrew prophets ughe g they main-

of rites and

that there have cases wh are prac-
tised as a part of religious itual but this lm by no means
Deen the general rule. - Religious experience with its emphasis
on the supernatural and mysterious and i strng esaotons
liable to abnormal the religious
acitude i apt to be exploited by the unscrupulous caimant
to supernatural powers. Religion is also very conservative
and tends to preserve customs that are no longer socially
advantageous. Factors like these are probably sufficient
to explain those cases in which religion has enjoined what
morality has condemned. There appears alto to be some
jusification for th view that the more religious an individual
a socicty is, the more moral the individual or the socicty

Will ato be. 'This comclation may seem to be disproved
the fact that 3 dedine in relgion docs not in many hitorcal
pear to be followed by an immediate decline in
morality, but in most cases this decline comes somewhat
later. People continue for a period to obscrve the customs
of their fathers without holding the rel iefs on which

these customs are based, but alter a time the customs too arc
neglectgd and the moral code enjoining them falls into

disusc. Blarge sections of mankind at present appear to be
giving up the moral codes handed down from the past in this

way.

er closely religion and morality are connected, there
arc certain well-defined differcnces between them
a) Religion includes a wider range of duties than morality.
Worship, prayer and the obscrvance of rites and sacraments
arc among the most important of religious dutes, but morality
as only an indirect concern with such dutics in so far as they
affect a man's conduct in relation to his fellow-men, The
fact that they do have such an indirect moral influence is
demonstrated by the vay in which peimdve pocpiss e uch
1 Micah vi.
2¢f. De !ur(h: The Relations of Morality to Religion,
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religious rites in instructing and initiating their youths
their moral duties as adult members of the tribe.
elglows man would, however, be the fist to maintain that
cs is not mwnl and man-

the primary purpose of sucl
Gireied but religios and o these
distinctively religious duties, most of the h-glm religions
enjoin all those duties which are cnjoined by morality, and
even pve 10 them the highest place among religious dutics.
() Reigion is more chanacernically an_ cmotional
experience than morality. This is the differen nee lhat
expressed by Matthew Amold's fa
a5 “moralit touched by emotion’,

us definition of religion
n is d.mmn, Iwwcvzr,

i
fences from oﬂm experiences. 1t may be described as
e fecling of tremendous mysicry which Ohio has called the
‘numinous’ or the awe felt in the presence of holiness, and,
in spite of what Oto says, this halincs, even in srimitive
conceptions, includes a certain moral holiness—a fazt that is
of considerable interest to moralists.* In the case of the
higher religions at any rate the cmotion may be described
feeling of personal loyalty to God. It may be
sjcction or negative self-
feelm‘ which McDougall finds in the inct of self-abase-
This emotion secms often to distinguish a religious
neuon from a mral action of the same owvard appearancc.
erely moral man does a ion, for example a
e of socil srvice, fecling that he i doing it on hbwh and
in his own strength, and in doing it his instinct of self-assertion
ts positive sclifecling is finding an expression. The
religious mman does the same uction, regarding himsell as the
feeble instrument of God's beneficent power, and his attitude
is one of abasing himsclf before the will of God
1o sce d tinction in_concrete Many
people are sufficiently irreligious to fecl That they e
are doing the good action. fecling may, in
other cascs, become associated by conditioning with the moral
action. Kant, who said that ‘morality in no way needs
religion for its support’ also said that the moral law aroused
s Arnold: Literature and Dogma, Ch. 1, §ii.
3 Otto: Idea of the Holy, p. 53.
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in hima fecling o awe, which is yeryike if ot identia vt
characteristic religious cmoti
() De Burgh has pmnml out that while religion implies
conduct as well
for rcligion knowledge is all-important, and action is for the
sake of knowledge.! For morality, on the other hand,
Knowledge Js merely  means to beter action, necesary, 2
Socruies and his followen recognized, but insrumenal 1o
. The religious Iife is essentially knowing God ; *this
e that Iney might know thee the only trae God s
This does not mean that religion is identical with theology,
the philosophical study of God, any more than that morality
is identical with ethics, the theoretical study of right conduct.
Indeed it has often been the case with religion that is special
knowledge has been hidden from the wise and prudent and
babes in undemzndmg “The higher religions
o word ‘faith”

aithough it generally implics a simpler kind of intuito
s ‘always touched with emotion as we saw in the st para-
graph, and is probably analogous to sympathy, a mental
state in which both understanding and fecling are present.
Just as the sympathetic man understands what others are
Suffcring and feels for them, so the religious man understands
the will of God, and fecls a submissive awe to that will. The
practicapdutiesof religon sre to a lrge degree nstrumenal

Value for it s through worship, prayer and sacrament
that we attain to the awasente of the supernarual which
we call the knowledge of God. Some thinkers go further
than this and say that while morality is concerned only with
s man's condu, religon is concerned vih his whole

) ml-mn has its centre in God; morality has its centre
in man, This distinction has already been suggested by the
different emotional atudes which we findin ‘morality and in
cligion. It is conceivable that there may be a purcly human-
iStic morality which contaias no refrence 10 he superatural
2D Bureh The Relgionsof Morly o Rliion, 1. Prcedigt
of the British Acadeny, Vol. XXI, p. 67
+ John xv

3.
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although we skall suggest in the sequel that this would be a
very limited morality. Ethical societies have in the last
cemury ofien presented such 3 moraly, and Buddhism long
ago tried to be such a morality but found human nature too
much for it and becas

n of God gives to the
fion . universality that
lny ‘may sometimes lack; there have been
Hinkers who appear to confine morality 1o a single state.
A,.m and agin in ow study we have refered 1o 3
5‘: the sphere of his

ricular state or nation. It
is as wide as humanuy, Tor such religion teaches us the
brotherhood of man; it is even wider, for religion thinks
of a fellowship of conscious beings in heaven as well as
on carth.

In view of these four differences between morality and
religion the question may be asked whether morality requires
the support of religion or whether morality, as we know it,
can exist permanently without religion. History shows us
that it certainly can do so with no great appearance of harm
10 itself for limited periods, and it is possible that something
in the way of morality may exist permanently yithout a
supporting religion. There are, however, several fxdsons for
thinking that morality wnhoul religion would be v
different from what it has in the past and that some of
its very highest forms woul uid lnppur altogether. These
reasons, by a different turn of expression, are those which

‘make the existence of God a postulate of the Mul if not of
the necesary kind in cthies.

f the ways in which religi ars

to be involved in morality.

(a) Morality implics & certain metaphysical outlook, at
Jeast belel i the existence of individual sclves who are in
some sense the doers of their own actions, in the reality of
time and in the existence of evil, and gains from certain other
philosophical belicfs. For most men this outlook is provided
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by their religion. The ordinary man does not study technical
metaphysics, but he has none e 1ss & metaphysical oulook
on the universe, without which his moral rules would not mal
sense. This metaphysical outlook, however simple or crude,
is largely supplicd by religion.

(b) Religion gives objectivity to moral values.

throughout moral thought a haunting fear that ‘good and vl
may be mere imaginations of the human mind, that the moral
Siraggle s illusory and that the rcal universe bears o rladon
to our human opinions. In rcligion, however, man has a
guarantce that the moral struggle s a real onc in which God,

as creator and supporter of the universe, is concerned and that
His moral laws are as much the laws of nature as any of those
with which the natural sciences deal.

o ive from some-
thing that is beyond nature, This is the view of those who
say that the voice of conscience is the voice of God within us.
Whether we accept this view or not, we must admit that there
is in our human nature an urge towards what is higher and
better which can never be. explaincd in. merely’ natural
terms. There is more in living than the satsfaction of our
imal instincts; there is what may be called figuratively an
instinct” to be beticr, to reach something new in the way
good action, an aspiration, as we said in an earlier chapter,
“For the man o arie in e, that the man tht 1 am may

“la) Mokaiiey implis a personal loyalty rather than
obedience to an impersonal law. Our attitude t0 a law that
we regard as a moral law is very diffcrent from our atitude
1o a political law concerned ‘primarily with a_ non-moral
matter, such as a law restricting the movement of people
from one place to another in e of war, The palical law
must be obeyed because we see the use of obeying
we wish 1o avoid the penalty for breaking it, o r because we
ol that it is @ moral Huty 3 bey l th laws of ur country
however stupid they may be. On the other hand, a moral
law is to be obeyed in the way that the wish of a friend is to
be abeyed. I we fil to obey i, we il in somethin that s

ry like a personal oLiigation. The nature of this obligation
i norality s admitiesty ‘obscure, bt perhaps the most
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-asonable explanation of it s the religious one that we owe.

by obllpmm 0a nal
“There i something other-sorldly about morality at its
lughul It has already been suggested that the immortality
promiscd to believers by many religions gives a new sig-
nificance to morality, by making the moral struggle worth
while and by making it reasonable 10 attribute great intrinsic
value to each human personality, Morality is at the same
time other-worldly in a different way. The good man has
his affections set not on the things of this visible world and
on the satisfaction that can be obtaincd from material things,
but in a realm that is in some sense more spiritual. It is
true that we know this spiritual realm most readily as it
‘embodics itsell in material things, in the truths expressed in
words, in the beauty of nature and of art, and in goodness
‘expressed in noble deeds. Ytl m all (hﬂc things as we know
them there u an incompletes hich leaves our highest
mperfectly nmiscd Bradley thought that

f-realization and altruism, and §

ey it hlghm Tevel of moraity in the intellcetual

love of God, a level where morality has been transformed into

religion. It is the faith of the religious man that this in-

ich characterizes every human endeavour

in art and in philosophy as well as in morality is not the whole

the story.  This lfe is related to the lfe of cterniw, which

is known however dinly in rligion, 3 the‘arc o e percct
round’,



Chapter XVIII
THE LANGUAGE OF ETHICS !
§1._ The Use of Language
imilar and yet logically

different.’? Them\ tence, ‘A puppy is a young dog’,is similar
in gra ical construction to the sentence, ‘A puppy i
ubance in the howse, but  while the former expresses a
tion of the English word, ‘puppy’, the latter expresses a ot
lcarned by observation and, in part, an emotional reaction to
it.  Mr. Bertrand Russell following Frege, was one of the firt
Brith philsophers to show that the ‘apparent logical form of
he proposition need not be its real form', and Wittgenstein
“howed: bya logical analysis of the language used, that many
philosophical questions do not admit of answer, they
are scnscless questions. (An example of an obviously sense-
less question is, ‘Is the Absolute red or yellow?')
Gilbert Ryle summed up the view of those influenced by this
ype of philosophy when he said in 1931, Tku
1 pl hy is the detection of the sources i om
o Fecur Rt misconceptions and absurd theorics® The apple
cation of this type of philosophy to he anguage of ethics was
Tmade morc or 16 incidentally by Rusell, Camap and Ayer,
but the first systematic treatment e language of ethics was
Profe . Stevenson's Etics and Lngage, it publhed
in 145, This work has becn continued by others, to whom
we shall refer as “plilosophers of language’ n-a, in view of
their work, every future writer on ethics will need to consider
how ethical language is used in a far more thomu(h way than
did either the idealists of the late nincteenth century or the
intuitionists of the early twenieth century.
, primarily tools for different
* For books used in this (hlwer, sec p. 372
1A G. N. Flew: Logic and Language, First Series, p. 7.

¥




344 An Introduction to Ethics

sorts of communication, but also tools for constructive think-
ing. We may accordingly distinguish beween diffrent kinds
of sentences by conddering the job they e ued

be. ..c.ym.

o give examples of a few types used in ordimary conversaton
() e longuage, consiting of comman

tives and the ke, —eniences with the intention of Ging

someone what to “Thou shalt not

steal’; “Troops will bt a s hours'; ‘T way

o wrie thi leter's (where this is ed not 10 ill ones qurn
state of mind but to lead to the writing of the letter).

{b), Enotice languge, consisting of words or sentences with
the functons of expresing or evoling cmotional auitudes,
e.g. ‘Alas”; 'It's smashing t!'; “The Tory govern-
Tent's reacdonary policy i thrown the tation’s read rans-

tem to the capitalistic wolves'; “The liberal policy of a
rec-enterprisc party has restored to our road transport system
the initiative of business men.' (These last two examples,
Which contain 8 commen statement, a3 well a5 difforen:
emotive expressions, may be largely replaced by the sentences,
The government has denationlized road tansport—uhat 3
nd Inment has denationalized road trans:
n—lw

(©) numﬁ'm language,  sonssing of smtemens, sentences
with the intention  of g on information. The mos
common type i he “sentence with the intention othof
telling you what to belicve and of letting you know ths
belive it mpelr’; ‘cg \Clouds are ofen followeds rain';

uppy i  you £ you want to see the largest city

Py At lsgow (where this is used ot to dircct
m hearer 1o go to Glasgow but to tell him the size of the

U nimogaise lngusg, conising of questions, sniences
with the intention of evoking a statement or a command
the hearer, e.g. ‘What is the colour of a blackbird's e
“What shail I do to be saved?; 'You didn't speak to him at
the meeting?
There are, of course, many other kinds of language, some
of which wil concern s ater, but these will Hustrate the
ints that have now to be made. For each of these four
dnds of. g

wite in Mind, Vol. LXIIL, p. 154.
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s mood for presciptive Langusge,an
interjection for em g, 2 verb in the indicative
mood for dscnpnve hn'u:gc, ahd 2 semence beginning with
an interrogative pronoun or adjective for interrogative lan-
gu have shown this characerisic form i he firt
cxample in cach ca

For cach kind of language, however, other grammatical
forms are alo [requently uied, 1 in seme of ou lter e

mples. The same form, e.g. ‘You didn't speak to him at
the ‘mecting’, may be, in different contexts and with different
intonations, a question, a statement, or an emolive expression.
Tt is clear (00 ffom our last two examples of emotive language

at the same time; it s indeed in such two-function sentences
that emotive language is most often

Statements have had in plnlwa:hy a y denied to
ather kinds of language ; they are 'the sole vehicle of Truth'}
‘the proper indicative sentences . . . somehow above suspicion
in a ‘way that other sorts of sentence are not' Statements
are sentences o which the words ‘truc’ and ‘fase’ are directly
applicable, and it is thought that philosophy to be worthy of
the name must, like science, consist of tru statements. From
what we have shown of othe Kinds of anguag being some-
times expressed in sentences i dicative mood, 0
smashing'; “Troops mmbzrk at oeoomn') luelur
that we may casily make the
Yruc’ or “Taise’. This, indecc aceording to. e

rs of language, is one of the most ‘common mistakes

Fiade 1 dealing with the language f thic.
philosophers of language held what is
called the ‘verificationit theory of meaning which may be
simply if not quite adequately expressed in Professor Ayer's
statemen that a sentence has lkral meanin if and only i
iton it exprescs i cither analyic or empirically
verifiable. (An analytic proposition is one that it would be
sclf-contradictory to contradict, because of the rules of lan-
guage, ¢.g. ‘Triangles arc three-sided’; an empirically verifiable

i is one the truth or falsi

directly by observation, .. ‘It will rin here

nguage of M
N DA Lnguage ot
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tomorrow.") Those who, like the present writer, do not hold
this theory but believe that there are other kinds of mean-
ingful propositions, which may be expressed in true or false
satemenc, have someimes tended to eec 3l the work of
the phiscphens ofangusge. 1s by no mears nccsary
is possible to engage in a logical study of the langua

oF marals Without accepung the ‘veriheationist prRCIpIEL.t «
§a The Language used in Ethics

st people take it fo granted tha the sentences which
lhey find in text-books on ethies, e.g. “To speak the truth is
right'; ‘Stealing is bad"; ‘One o
statements which can be descril

not an &hical sentence at all, Mr. Hares Tndian Am\y
Major,who maksthe apparenty etical satemen, ‘Plnke
a good fellow, y saying, Plunkets plays polo ticks

P with, éan and s not on

ndians. * All these three are des

able by observation, but they are not moral judgements. The

words, which occur characteristically in moral judgements,

have all non-ethical s well, as in the following sentenccs,
‘out the god apples'; Five of his sums. were. righs bt

the ather two were umr@ ‘The weather ought to be better

er.

In certain contexts moral judgements do the spedal jobs of
three o the kinds of languae mentioncd in the last iction,
as wellas another joby that o cualuation, L which we shall
come in our next section. (a) W] (0 the question,
‘Shall T make up a story, or T mum- someone
answers, ‘Itis right to tell the truth, the answer is prescriptive,
and almost equivalent to the command, ‘Tell the truth’
(b) When the spectator of a gallant action exclaims ‘That
s nobly done’, his cxclamation s largely an emoive expres-
sion, almest oqual to applause. @ When a cler
writs in a tesimonial that A, is 3 good gir, he i

certainly making the statement by implication that A. attends
'Thu is well brought out in a review of A. N. Flew's ‘Logic and
uage’ by J. Hollow: Mir Vol LXII, p. 99.
M. Hare: op. 7.

liar terms with cducated
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Church and has certain qualities of character. _Even if, unlike
Mr. Hare’s Army Major, the clergyman is still using 'good”
25 & moral termy his Judgement & in part descipire

It is significant that in their characirizaton of sihical

lerms, the philosophers of language often refer to more than
Brofosor Stevensons Fest patern of analyis sug.
Eests that This is good: & 5 yonymous with 1 spproe of
fis; do o as well't Here the word
both to express an atitude of spproval (in gttt B
and to give a command (in prescriptive Professor
Ayersimilarly wrote, ‘Ethical terms do not serve only to express
fecling. They are calculated o to arowse eling, and 0 to
stimulate action. Indeed some of them are used in such
way a5 to give he semences in which they oceur the effect
of commands.” * Here again there is an emotive use and a
prescriptive use.

X looks as if words in cthics are very woublsome._ The
same words are used in ethical and non-cthical sentences, a
even in cthical sentences lhcy may be used for dnll‘enm ]nh
and for two or three jobs at the same time.
imalyst of such words o we shall se good', which i the o
troublesome, as an cxample—three methods may be used:
(@ lomay Yoo said that ‘good" has different meanings, and

is used with one meaning in cthics, and with another
.‘5 in such an activity as the marking of esays by a
Teacher: This has been the course taken by most wrers on
ethics inthe past, bul it ignores what is common, and ind
the simisLe difficulties which have to be faced in the different
uses of the word (ood' These common clements have been
fully brought out i the wriings of Mr. Hareand M. Urmuon.
lay aside all non-cthical uses, we have still to face
e diferentJobslor which the word ‘good’ s wed i ehicy
(b) We may look for acommon element in all the uses, and
regard “this s the total ‘meaning of the term. This is pre-
sumably what the Oxford English Dictionary is doing
defines ‘good” as 'the mext general adecive of commendi-
tion', but ‘commendation’ is itsell a vague and possibly
ambiguous werd, and in some s, the word podwn;:n
to have lost almost all sense of commendat
s siaply 3 large lead, (c) While lmplm( e sere of
L. Stevenson:

'A_l Aye Tonesate, ot ot ot 1.
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mmend.uon as basic, we may attempt (o extend the mean-
in the différent spheres in which it is used. One
sy of doing this is by satng the criera or standards, on
the basis of which commendation is given in_cach spherc.
There may be e ways; Professors Ayer and Stevenson, for
example, have both sugesied n the pastagesjust quoted, that
when sed in moral et thert s 2
prﬁcy e e in " T ot i hare
same prescriptive element in the word ‘good” when it unpplled
1o the grading o apples.
he philosophers of language are fully alive to the
vzryln‘ ‘wses oF ethica terms, but iy of thers
10 deny that qud cthical terms they can have a dmnp ive use
atall.” This is in part a reaction from the intuitionist view
of moral knowledge ‘as knowledge that a certain object has
a cerain characteritic and in parc due 1o the limitation
siatements by dhese who accept the
Sifcationist principle. S we And Profcuor. Braithwate
i nuial thesis of a_“noncogitive” d
that the specifically moral sense of
“onghl is not descriptive’, or P Ayer saying, ‘Ethical
facuual; they do not desribe any feature
£ the sication to which applied.’ 3 What scems
to.ms cleat, on the other hand, i that i we use cthical words
merely as emotive or ve, we are not using our
tools in the most cfficient way. If our purposc in saying
“This is good" is merely ‘I approve of this; do 5o as well’,
the better tools for our purpose would be the words, éapprove
this: do 50 as well'. These are simple words, and do ot
raise the same number of questions as the word ‘good".
me there appears to be somehing more in the word goad
and it may be this somethi which philosophers or
language are s«kmg. when Ik Professor Stcvenson 4
T acseptable patterns of analysis, or include in a deRnicion
more than one
Some o the plulosoynen of language too in their cagerness
lity of cthical language and to cnsure
thak their Ihgons e reflecting the ordinary w of words
forget that it is the business of both science and philosophy

1,
» Horicon, V. 10, p.
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o modify the uses of anguage so hat words
more cfficient tools for poses o which fimAning
Nogl\ it uss the wo o e in the g

«
i good example o(lhe kind of thing I mean i lhz
g‘mlyuul ‘model" 12 the last chapter ofh’llscbool ! in whl:h
he constructs a model anguage, deining cerain anicial
n s of 2 medifed imperative Mr.

Hare sa ‘this is not to b taken too seriously’,
but it is the kind of thing that yhxlmphtno!lzngmguhould

serouly It

is notorious that one can use a
Wit disastrous results o the chisl;
ane suspects thit Mir- Farc's Army Major s doing 3 simiss

mage to the word ‘good’ when he calls Plunkeit ‘a good
i amt e vagaries of popular usage are constantly spoil-
ing the words we use as in ethical judgements. It is
the business of the philosophers of language to decide on their
proper use and o see (0 i, &5 e 3 in thm i, ot they
e properly used:

5, Evaluative Languoy
p of actviis in which men use the words ‘good

and 2 B i choosng, preering, approvig,commend
ing, ang grading.  In the opinion f some thinker, ‘the

and advising others to choose’
say thatlanguage i uied cvaluatvely,and we e shall, Bllowing
closely an article by Mr. o ? deal witha simple
and often non-cthical a & type, that of
e o Contie it with the oher i
in the last section. As Mr. Urmson puts it, ‘Tt
10 describe, 16 grade s o grade, and to cxpres one’s o
is to express one’s feelings, and . . . none of these is reducible
to either of the others: nor can any of them be reduced to,
defined in terms of anything clsc.’

1 R. M. Hare, op. cit,, ch. 12.

1 Sce F. Waismann. Aml
Vol. XL, pp. 25, 49 and

+"“On Grading’, Essays on Logic and Language,

in Ethics

Syniheic in Analpis, Vol. X, p. 25
1. X111, pp. 1 and 73.
Scond Serics
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Grading s a familiar acviy in many sphers of e, M.
Umml duef example is ”‘w ol f apples for the
re we might use as gudm‘ labels or adjcctives

o bely o the diftreot rades ‘gt sdiflrnt snd bad.

‘extra fancy' and the like. Gndm'g is not clmlﬁaucm
is not, for example, the sorti apples into Blenheims,
d&m and Worcesers, :heln the language used is entirely

riptive. In grading the zng\u]e is wal\nlwe, and in
contrast to dmﬁuuon we

that one ‘ndc s preies fo anauner,
m;:d teria for dec

g the ;ndc of an
apple are b scries of deseriptive statements
3Bout ize, shape, colour, ripencss and abeence of e mish,
There is o precie st of eriteria fo ‘good motor cars,
les for ‘good” poems.t The reasons why ‘good’ as a g

label is so very widely used appear to be both that e cnl
for its application are very general and that a different
ofcriteria is used in each diffcrent context—one

knowing anything about the purpose of the grading d+people’s

attitudes to apples, This may suggest a similar s‘mnu fand
st by many peopi of terms used in mral grading,

When we consider the. gﬂdm of apples, we may think that
the criteiaare based on peoples lkes and diliks, o that
hen we label an apple ‘good" all we are saying is that people
like large, rosy, swect apples of the kind that are put in the
I:ood grade.  Any u‘r:lbk grader will say, however, that
ere i wrong opinions about good aj

criteria, and not by anything as vanable as people’s
i e e e doubr mﬁmp wi
orginally determined the eriteria ofz o apple or a good
“It is a fact that there is a stable majority, who

e M Hane: op. cit., pp. 122, 129.
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prefer, ke, choose chesse with the characierisis A, B, C.
B, C, become the characteristics which are accep
by’ the vty for grading cheesc.’ I the likings and
Chotees of the sable majoriy change, there will ollow ater
a time-lag a change in the criteria. In the case of th
criteria for_grading chees Mr. Urmson thinks that mu
account is Sust about right’, In other kinds of gra
eriteriaare
possible to give such a straight forward acooun of hei orTn,
nd of

We do not customarily e the tem ‘grading n echic,
Mr. Urmson's argument is that in speaking of mer

their actions as good and bad and, less commonly, in diffrent,
of men as rash, brave and  cowardly, ué
re ' “selectis

ol A
in Britain has laid down for ‘super’s . The ‘stan-
dards’ which occupy o much of this bock are criteria 2 by
another name, and the students of ethl(:, who might have
n expected to lay down specifcations have clarly had
difficulty in doing 50, and have commonly difiered among
themselves. (One thing that they may learn from the graders
of apples is that a tandard’ may requie several decripive
statements a3 its specifcations, not a sngle one 3s they
S0 ofeEatiempied)  Moreover, in grading Applts we know
very clealy what people e to'do with them; th prof of
the apple is the of it, and this immediately reduces
the mamber of criteria to workable I e have no such
casily ascertainable limits in the grading of men and their
actions. In common speech, diflcrent criteria are
grading a man as good in different contexts : we think again
S the rmy Major's food Kllow’ and the srmewhat unual
criteria employed by him.  Similrly the citeria wed have
fferen ags and countnis; n post-var Brtain
Arstouics maimﬁ:encc is scarcely rion of the good
man. " Again the relative importanec of moives and extenal
actions will vary in different contexts in their use as eriteria;
the motive will figure more largely in the eriteria used by a
father confessor than in the criteria used by 2
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Moral grading diffes from axher Kinds of grading in is
imporance, ding afecs he whole of onc' ife
B intercoumct - T surdly g 1s that while
ordinary activity of grading has a clear purpose in
even an officer’s grading of men as rash, brave and wwardl
has in view the selecion of men fo some specal duty, moral
grading has no such clearly defined purpase. Mr. Urmson
Foay mean that it has such'a varicty and complexity of o
poses that these cannot be analysed. It appears to me
a moral grading with any singl purpose in view is a Biascd
grading, grading of an apple merchant whose sole
aim s 1o sell appies of any quality & the largest prce. There

to be an autonomy about moral grading ; otherwise it is
m monl

jrmson points out rightly that in morality we have
to mm between different sets of grading cri

to grade our criter ere he uscs the labels
‘umenlightencd',‘higher' and lower” and suggests such crieria
as the absence nee of su c health, wealth
and happiness of the people | the moral code in
question. The s of crit
50 easily traced as the origins of the cri
One of the points in which criteria for moral goodness differ
from the morvethical grader’ crteria may be shat there b a

1..e relation between moral goodness and its criteria.  We
.hu discus his in

Urmson concludes his

not ug:rd ‘right’ and ‘wrony
labels. This is important in
not only use evaluative or grading language, but other kinds
of language as well.

§4. Emotive Language in Ethics
Some of the carlicr philosophers ofllngulgc held that the
job of elhlul hngungc was “to express fecling’, to which ‘to
mands’ w zed, however,
e s vague word a3 ‘fecling’ was not adequate, Pro-
fessor Ayer added to the job of expressing fe ing: the job of
arousing fecling, and so simulating action.! By so doing, he
added a prescriptive use to the emotive use of cthical terms.

1 A.J. Ayer: Language, Trath and Logic, p. 108.
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Earl Russell replaced wishes: ‘When a ran says,
““This is good in itsell” ﬂw ould that everyboty
desired this? 1 Profesior Stevenson used instead of e word
“feeling’ the word ‘attitude’, whlch is not strictly defined, but
includes 'purposes, sspiations,wans, rences, desires and
so on'3 Tn his two patterns, the attitudes expressed are
‘approval’ and ‘praisc’ (‘a laudatory emotive meaning’) re-

1 Thelcuol.wm;ly some confusion s to the

Pt
not merely conventionally,
stirred up a
Mr. Hare, and again,
simply because the situations in which it i (y?ially used are
situations about which we often fecl deeply.’ 3 It is the case
t00 that people often use cthical terms for no other purpose
than expressing their emotions, as in the common
tion, “Tha is too bad " The question is not whether ethical
Serms ar used emotvely, but hethr this e part o hole
of the use being made of them in distinctively moral judge-
menis. Both M. Hare and Profissor Braithvaic ol that
Heelings of approval’,—even if xpresd in ethical lnguages
re irselevant o moral Judgements (b) The point b ohen
made that in moral judgements we are expressing our feelings
and not saying (in descriptive language) that we have them.
As a maueroffact we
time. €The
may both be & exp-s s of felings, but they aso may be in
Cortain comexts descriptive sutcments, informing people of
the fact of my disgust. What some of the philcsophers d
language afirm i that it the cxpresion and ok the
sion which is the congen of ethics. () The ords ‘goot

and ught’ are generally held to express a favour-
:ble u(lllndt, whn Mr. Nowell-Smith ullx a ‘pro-attitude’.
This is true in the case of the word ‘good’, but when I say,
I ought 1o write this leter', my atttude is sometimes at any
rate a ‘con-attitude’ to writing, countcred by 4 self-command
to do it. I do not scem even to have a pro-attitude to the
1 Quoted C. L. Stevenson: Ethics and Longuage, p. 265 .

C. L. Stevensor .
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all cases unless my accspiing of the self-
cos ies 2 manhude. This suggests that
“hile we may be using {goodt and “bad frequently a5 cmotive
terms in elhlﬂl ohonlexu. it |s Im pla\mbl: 0 suj ppose

“ ‘emot

and ‘ou tin
en used wnlh bolh an emotive And
descriptive meaning 2t the same time, and this is sometimes
truc of ethical terms, Professor Stevenson has shown that the
emotive meaning of 3 tem may be dependent on or more
or less independent of its descriptive meaning; we fecl very
differently about arinc. ool o i we do ahert
‘selbcontrl’, Changesin cmotive meaning tend toag behind
changes in descriptive meaning ; th K:ople who still
ial Y

‘would have
from those
ﬁ[ly
by ‘good’ i
iven fr

th's
one patie’ 10 some peceliarly moral attude o grou
ttitndes. “The o venson,
is indefinable, lhm, T cibion s expected to prescrve its
customary emotive meaning. It has no exact emtive equiv-
alent.*  Whether the word ‘good” is in cthical contexts
expresing a unique adtitude, ot [l in other contexth s 2

question that an only be introspection.
ience suggests that (htre is no peculiarly moni feelln(,
What s peculiaf s the prescriptive element ilce that

might be otherwise a mere expression of ¢, who
have tried to name a peculiarly moral ecling, have calied it
val'or ‘moral approval, but approval s a term wsed
in other ways than to express attitudes.  When ister
of Housing approvesdesigns for Councl houscs, heis rmbably
grading. When | approve ofa plan at a mecting, my language
bly prescriptive.
thical langua
ocs o merely oxpres an atiude; it nn lies that
there is some reason for that attitude. any
rate, the difference between saying ‘1 ke "ahs” particulay
action’, and ‘I approve of this particular action’ in a moral
context. In our liking we are in the condition of Dr. Fell's
1 C. L. Stevenson: op. cit., p. 82.

rs from purely emotive language in
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pupl, who said, 1 do ot ke thes, D Fel: Thereason why

cannot tell,” and indeed there may be no reason at all. But

when we approve of something, so that we can say it is good

or right o somconc qught (o do i, then we lmply that we.
have sound reasons for our aj

examy
definition’. Ina
ing of a term is emgcd idhowt s any substantial me
its emotive meaning. The result is that the hearer, accepting
the mew deRnition of the term, i persuade o extend, the
autitude expressed in the terms cmotive meaning to something
new.  The election agent who convinces me by definition that
patiotm’incudes adherenc to th piciples o b party,
2 long way to secure my
et are o means o pomsann. bt te o of e s
is o arouse feeling and 5o to stimulate action,

§5. Prescriptive Language in Ethics
“Bthics, 25 2 speial branch of logc, owes s xistence (o
the function of moral judgements 5 i
Questions of the forr, *What shal 1
to such questions naturally take the form of precri
language which i th language wed most obvieuly in com
mandigg, but ako in exhorting, advisig, giding and cven
, horatory force. While
i activites of evaluating and expresing fcing people e
most_frequently the wo bad, in answering
questions of the form *What shall I o, they use commonly
ing the words ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ and most

sex
of all ‘ought’.
We shall begin with ‘commands’ which show prescriptive .
language in its simplest form, and which may occur in non-
ethical as well as ethical contexts, The ordinary view s that
the function of a command is to get somebody to
thing, but Mr. Hare points out the difference between telling
someone to do something and getting him to
a person what he is to do in a command and then, if he is not

* R. M. Hare, op. cit, p. 172.
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sar the toaly diffcent of trying
to do behind Mr. Hare's distinction
& Facine the i Some.
thing is i parcly preserptive langusge in ater
eps one of two things happens; either the language becomes
in part emotive and so persuasive, o reasons, often in descrip-

tve Tanguage, are given for the command.  Indecd other
verbal and phy

anothes n eve: nalysed in the patterns
o Aeonian ogie-" One o . difeuiia that o philo-
‘ophers o Langusge have in denying thal moral judgemeny
are statements, is that to hem asexpressions

atitades or feclings Jeaves them h o logical patten. 11,
however, be

does in his analytical model, hmluﬂy we ‘may proceed
to cthical argument with something of the same. logical
th scenife satemens.

ge who emphasize the
scrptive dlement in moral judgements 4o not mean that these
judgements can be directly translated into commands in the
imperative mood.  Moral judgements differ from ordinary
commands in the followi 3

(a) Moral judgements arc universal in a way tflt com-
mands are not. In English our only imperative verb-forms
are in the second person; and it is thus that commands are
normally exprmd The artificial first and third person
forms, *Let me do v’ or ‘Let them do that', are really
Sobaniperion imperatives used o request others ot 1o impede
the speaker or some other persons. On the other hand it
is possible to make moral judgements in any of the three
persons; this is one reason ‘why Mr. Hare in his analytical
‘model has to use an enriched imperative mood.  Again com-
Tands in the imperative mood normally refer omy o, the
present or the immediate future, and Mr. Hare has devised
an imperative mood to meet this also, ‘Apparcntly universal
commands like ‘No smoking’ in a railway compartment only

1S, E. Toulmin in Philasophy, Vol. XXIX, p. 67.
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become proprly universal when they are made with some
eneral moral principle in mind Fven when a parteular

of advice 5 given, s it oten i, n the second person of

i is nwﬂl advice only when it is based

Joctor's injunction to a nurse

« et paicnt that he i ding is 8 morel
prescription only it is based on 2 niversl precripion 1o

cond;
o) Prafessor Stcvenson has pointed out that diret com-
mands ofien arouse roisance, while 2 word ik ‘good dow
not have this eflect.d The direct command is often not as
gffectiv 3 tool of pesuasion 2 the rora judgement, o it

et atians im ot Theoe ar casc where Ml nguage
dos arouwe resisance  a soggetion of ‘piesy may hinder s
ung perion from choosing a certai action,

(c) While lhc ordinary command, if sincerely given, has
the single function of getting somebody to do something,
moral judgements are more variable in their functions.
fessor Stevenson gives the examples of 2 moral judgement
being made simply to promote cthical discuss

(d) ‘A man who gives a command is not oguall bound
to give any reasons why it should be obeyed': but when a
man says, o this, he implies that there are
reasons for his advice being takens  Such.a moral judgement
is addresed to 3 atonalagen o help him (o avea prl
of choic& Incidentally this is why moral judgements can never
be completely identified with commands of God. The reli-
gic an never question God's authority, and so qud
us man cannot ask the reason why, but a_moral
judgement docs not command a person to do something on
the solc ground that he is told to doit,  The relation between
a moral judgement and the reasons for it will concern us in
the next section.
) Just because a moral judgement is universal it i

command to the speaker himsclf as well as to others. This
is not the case, when we give a moral exhortation insincerely,
but to do so is an abnormal usc of exhortation analogous to
1 R. M. Hare: op. ¢ g7 176.
iC 2.
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jthout believing it ourselves, In hi

making + mumn;,,;j")x'-m ks e or 1«:1“1:
w I 0“‘ is a moral

;r.;:m mume'n“' ypnl(er that he n.nulf

hethe o gwe s wmwﬂ oneself, but j Jllsl
- ddxt:e::ll:om(hm a mk mind is analogous to a
cussion betwees ore pErors, 50 there ‘may e s

Hind
irit or Atman. In the language of
is_our cssential being put
ranged from it
menal Gata of ethics with Mr Hare are not
‘moral judgements in their pmmvhw.- aspect, as much of his
hnw’g suggests, but the personal decisions in which we

hom the commanding. ‘In the end, every rests upon
uch 4 decision o principle PR S very
Hare s here at one with the

Sence
Ianguag of the sl
6 mat sharacteristically expressedin words. When
wordsare used, they take the form of sentences in the i
tive mood, pointing to or even describing the actions decided
upon, a1 r'”'l or crample, Johua's As for me and my house
e Loris The characicritic exprasion of
demon luemm +and if decision be the very csienee of moras
1s a limitation of the study of language in cthics.
Sl theve are cases where language 1 used peyormatioe, for
example, ‘I baptize this child'; I approve this plan’.
1 R. M. Hare: op. cit., p. 166.
N lecd from memory from
R. M. Hare: op. cit., pp. 69,
‘]ﬂh\u: xxiv. 15,

ul Tillich's Gifford Lectures.
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. Descriptive Language in Ethics
When one person says to another, ‘This is a good motor-
car,’ and the person already has some kmeap of
motor-cars and the criteria by which cars are graded,
the speaker i to some extent describing the car in qnmn.
There is a s iptive capacity in cthical terms, We
cxpect in the man who is desribed as a ‘s
Tmam, and the term il be more fully descrpive if we
the views of the speaker on such matters.  In some contexts
the ethical term may be both evaluative and deseriptive : in
others the evaluative meaning may e gein s 33 in
Mr. Hare's Army Major's ‘good fe
more_promi i o
- oWhen e cll a man thonest, we are not only
our evaluation or fecling of approval ; we are ako
ng the man's habis and atitudes,
is sometimes said that an expression like ‘a good
or -2 good auger. are endily Fescripive. e cxphm o

ional words we have to say what the
object or individua s for, what it is supposed to do, and in
describing that, we are explicitly describing ‘the good auger’
or ‘the good driver’, Where such words differ from others
is that in learning the meaning of thesc functional  words, we
are s it were being | Tmied o plate’ the eriteria of a
£ o o good drvers There are no &
criteria rm the most general ethical terms, but there are such
phen (2 term wed it argely descriptiv, 35, for example
“honest or industrio
What ll mphm of language have been at pains to deny
is that * ever a de
to the cm ally verifiable statcments, ‘This is three feet
long or is uunium'. In denying this they tend 10
e certain assumptions which were certainly some
2150 made by the intuitionists whom ﬂuy oppose, but wn-:n

B
e thing "good, they o allendm lo onc single quality
abstracted from the many qual n object n U same
sort of way as students of optic abstract, fo cxample,
“redness’ of the sctting sun from all the other clements in he
experience about wi Jar statements can be made, such

*R. M. Hare: op. cit,, p. 100,
z
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asits round shapc and its luminosity. ~So ‘goodness’ is spol

of s ‘smple’ quality or a resuant or ‘supravenient” quality

or even ‘asingle ingredient to which we always refer when we
call somethis Those

good'd who maintain that ‘goodness’
can be might reasonably maintain that
ngs to
resulting
the whole
from the other

languag
Ty oodness is 2
i y, even in its

lest usag hich n object :
mote diffeuls 1o analyse than a mmm\ ob,"r pe A“ﬁ‘““
sunuble analogue to * than e
perception might be ‘discords’ in music, also a..mV
,,.mpnble but a deal more difficult to ex than
Fednéss’, - (b) Philosophers of language think tha lhc state-

e Sthio B good” cannot be cmpirically verified in the
way that the statement “This is red” is verified. It is the
contention of intuitionists that just as there is a stable
majority who perceive in music, or who choose
ertain characteristics in cheeses, 0 there s a stable majority
foodna in the same kind of actions, and it is
le majority that we can expect verification of
After all, there are colour-blind rcople who
rccive red as no_different from n 2
the Christian doctrine of original sin, we all have dcf Rcis n
our moral vision which make reliable erification difficult but
not, I think, impossi
1o belicve that intuitionists ascribe infall
ments in which they describe their intuition.
itself an emotive word that tends to carry over i
in cthics the autudes connected with it in mysticam and
religion.  Intuition is as fallile as perception, or perh
more s0. (d) It has been a ac iF an object has a
quality which can be descril e statement, this quality
cannot be at the same time cmotive or prescriptive or cvalu-
ative. I can see no reason why things and qualitics may not
be like words in this respect : our whole study A
that words can be descriptively and emotively at the
+P. H. Nowell-Smith: op. cit., p. 180.

E.
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same time. _(¢) Philosophers of language appear to think that
the experiences which moral intuitionists claim are unique
and without parallel in any other sphere. But in the sphere
of asthetics ans i

10 describe these experiences with the rather inadequate tool
of a language devised for other purposes that his descriptions
can be so casily assailed.  Religious people have been wise
in calling their parallel experienecs inc

These considerations do not prove intuitionism; at mast
they weaken the critics’ attack. _Intuition i

mple,

language have shown that it is used in o
docs, however, appear to me to be a special exparicnce for
term ‘good" in a moral context.
isin the ‘pecalirly morai

uition. _Psychologis

T the subjective in emotional experieness
er s anather way in which dscrip ¢ appears
scussion. . We have scen that citeri see lmphtd
ading, and that ressons can be given e
and perhaps even for moral atitudes, 3
e e v ebsam e cher i, resea i the form of
e Some. ot thern indesd weuld in owher comere
be statcTients of descriptive science. We shall now consider
how these statements may be related to the moral judgements
connected with them.
() Moralists have sometimes spoken as if the mor)judge:
ment was logically cntailed by the statements given as reasons
o eriteria,Hume, however, i a famous pasage pointed out

that we cannot pass from propositions where the copula js
" or s mot” o propositons with th copula ‘ught’ o ough(
not’. Whatever be the relation between the reasons

moral judgement and the moral Jadgement el it is not

one of logical entai

() Naturalists have heid that "This s good" can be defined

in_terms of * rtain characteristics’, for example,

“This is_productive of the maximum possible amount of

pleasure’. What is ordinarily thought of as a reason for
P
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u“mx something becomes a definition of ‘good".

was for ‘n::y disproved by Professor .‘doon‘,‘”lfu(
usage to define ‘good’ in this way
hi 5:«..« puum‘:fdﬁm { ‘appear to do this

ht
" his the rmeaning of “This s q\uhlbs or relations
x5z et -n-«‘;ma“ s 2 wel 3 lauda

the ultimate data in the development of ¢

(d) The long. trzdunn ol' reason being h
mental in ethics

10 be funda-
hie- o many peaple sull
n berween a moral judge-
' not ome of logical entai
‘may stil be another kind ol’ logical el
smuhrly held that ‘prot
tween propasitons or ¢
el mmens M. Toulmin' I\olds st there i 3 type
evaluative inference’ by which we “pas rom factualreasons
t0 an cthical conclusi t Mr. Hare thinks that this is
done only by ‘smuggling in e csential moral promises s
guiscd as a rule of inference.t It may well be that both the
roposers of such theorics and their criics e keeping 100
close to the pattern of logical entailmy
e Nowell-Smith ghes 6 an_ example of illegitimate
reasoning, “The first foundation 3 the doctrine of God the
*Sec Chap. VI, §4, of this book.
Ry m:,.w/Mmuu,mn Horizon, Vol. 20, p. 175+
Toulmin. v Evation of the Pl of Reawn i Ethcs
55
P Re

view in Philosophical Quarterly, 1, p. 374-
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Greator. God made us and allthe world. Baue of that He
has an absolute clim on our obedience. We do not
in our own right, but only as Hi cra;lrnchztlwonghl /Am/m

to do and be what
argument nxr;bkusly Rllas

a

indicate logical cntailment,
e Ve there s no question hat man
facing the whole of the facts summarily described in
ther conclusion feasonable than the ane it
is diffcult o fnd any logically cogent argu-
ment_ against it, except that it does not follow from the
of logical entailment. This does not
‘potwér of God alon provide intitively &
sufficient reason for the conclusion that we ought to obey Him,
but that the full Christian account of God in descript
language provides inuitively to my mind a suficint resson.
Here the inference of beli
B eamitting that the

an intuition scems to
relation of moral judgements to the reasons

+ Bishop Mortimer, Christan Fihis, p. 7.
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SUGGESTIONS FOR FURTHER READING

The beginner who has completed an inroductary coume
should as a next step read some works on
cthics. ‘The following ordee my e xu.m Pl

Reuble
Ethies; s Srent (12, 3 1, 12); Kancs thhm
ot Maaph;n: of Ethics ligue Reasn, wi
fessor J. W. Scmuh’mlmwadh/:uawmnnury,
and S-dgwu:ks ‘Methods of Ethics. - Along with the three latter
the reader would be well advised to read the relative sections
of Professor Broad's Fioe Types of Edbcal Thawy, and a com-

Ihesc sund.nd works and more modern booh an ethics,

ese .
» Rashdall's Thio of Cood and Eni, oyt ¥ nmuq/,

Bk Sadion e S Doved Res's Fstatins

T the ollowing st which makesno caim wwmpl teness,

hics are denoted by capital letters, and

certain y-md modern books which the beginner may

profitably read i in hs it years sudy are maried with an

asterisk. ication under chxrtr hadmp lndhﬂls

the subjects in i he s

Uaelul, b, in almost every exse, the book may e pmﬁubly

read as a whole.

Chapter I: THE NATURE OF ETHICS.

J.'S. Mackenzie: Manual of Ethcs. Inteoduction.
H. Muirhead : Elements of Ethcs.

j Seths Sty of Bl Priples

*G. E. Moore: Philosophical Studis (The Nature of Moral
hilosphy).
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*G. E. Moore: Etkics (Home University Library).
), Laied: 4 Sudyin Moral The.Chapirs 1,2 and 1.

*C. D. Srosd o of the Main Problems of Ethics.
, Vol. XXI, p. 99.
H.'W. B. Joseph: Some Problems in Ethics.

Chapter II. THE PSYCHOLOGY OF MORAL ACTION.
(9) Psychology of Willing.
*W. McDOUGALL: INTRODUCTION TO SOCIAL
PSYCHOLOGY.

Shand : Foundations of Character.
J- A Hadfield : Pychology and Morals.
B, Bosanquet chholoyaflh Moral Slf.
A. C. Mukerji: The Nature of Self.

(8) Freedom of the Will.

J. Laird: A Study in Moral Theory. Chapter 8.
W. D, Ross: Foundations of Eihics. Chapters gend to.
C. D. Broad: Determiniom. Indeterminicm and Liberlari

*C. A. Campbell: In Defence of Free Wi
H. Rashdall: Theoryof Good and Evil. Book T, Chapter 3.

Chapter IIL. THE DEVELOPMENT OF MORALITY. %
E. Westermarck: The Origin and Deselopment of the Moral
Tdeas.
J. Dewey and J. H. Tufis: Ethics. Part I, Chapters
20
L. T. Hobhouse : Morals in Evolution.
*M. Ginsberg: Moral Progress (Frascr Lecture).
*W. Trotter: Instincts of the Herd in Peace and War.
Chapter 1V. THE PSYCHOLOGY OF THE MORAL JUDGEMENT.

J. BUTLER: SERMONS. 1 and 2.
(C. D. Broad: Fice Types of Ethical Theory. Butler.)
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A. SMITH: THE THEORY OF MORAL SENTI-
MENTS.
(Selection in Selby-Bigge: British Moralists. Vol. 1)
J. MARTINEAU: TYPES OF ETHICAL THEORY.
(H. Sidgwick: Lectures on the Ehics of T. H. Green, Mr.

Herbert Spencer and J. Martineau.)

J. Laird: A Study in Moral Theory. Chapter 5.
W. D. Ross: Foundations of Eihics. Chapter 8.

Chapter V. THE DEVELOPMENT OF ETHICAL THEORY.
H. Sidgwick: Outies of s Hitry of Bk for Egih

Rog:n " Shon History of Etics.

*S. Ward: Ethics—dn Historical Introduction (World's
Manuals).

C. D. Broad: Fite Types of Ethical Thiory (Concluding
Chapter).

Chapter VI. RELATIVE, SUBJECTIVE AND NATURALSTIC
THEORIES OF THE MORAL STANDARD.

*A. C. Ewing: Subﬂ:lwum and Naluralism in Ethcs. Mind.
NS, Vol LI,

b HUME: TREATISE ON HUMAN NATURE.
Section I

D. HUME, mqumy CONCERNING THE PRIN-
CIPLES OF MORALS.

(C. D. Broad: Five Types of Eihical Theory: Hume)

G. E. MOORE: PRINCIPIA ETHICA.

The Good Will. Chapter 2 for criticism

ia Ethica.)

C. H. Waddington: Science and Ethics.

E. Westermarck: Ethical Relativity.

J. Dewey: Human Nature and Conduct.
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Chapter VL. THE STANDARD AS GIVEN BY INTUITION.
() Tnwitionism.
H. J. Pator Tk Good I¥ill, 1.
S Mo of v o 1
Raheal, TAm,v of Good and Eoi. Book 1, Chapters
4a

(#) Moral Sense School.
SHAFTESBURY: CHARACTERISTICS.
SHAFTESBURY:  INQUIRY  CONCERNING
VIRTUE.

(Selection in Sclby-Bigge: British Moralists. Vol. 1)
F. HUTCHF.SON: SYSTEM OF MORAL

F. HUTCH N AN INQUIRY CONCERNING
‘THE ORIGINAL OF OUR IDEAS OF VIRTUE
OR MORAL GOOD.

(Scletion in Sclby-Bgge: Britsh Moraists Vol 1L)

. Bonar: The Moral Sense.

D. Daiches Raphacl: The Moral Sense.

() Butler's Theory.
J. BUTLER: SERMONS (Ed. W. I-: Gladstone).

(Criticism by C. D. Broad in Fioe Types of Ethical Theory,
and t(,yA T Taylor in Mind. NS > x{(xn‘i‘)

Chapter VIIL THE STANDARD AS LAW.
(a) The Nature of Moral Laws.
35 Mackepaic: Mansol of Etics. Book 11, Chapice 3.

{-l PR “T‘)Imyojcudan{b'ml Ghapier 5.

(b) Thc Llw of Nature.

Laws of Ecclesiastical Polily, Book 1.
‘D-Iby il Concept of the Law of Nature.
*C. S. Lewis: Broadeast Talks.
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DISCOURSE UPON NATURAL

5. CLARKI
RELIGIO:

(Sclection in Selby-Bigge: Britich Moralis. Vo, IL.)

$. GLARKE: THE BEING AND ATTRIBUTES OF

(¢) The Law of Reason.
H. J. Paton: The Good Will.
WOLLASTON: RELIGION OF NATURE DE-
[INEATED.

(Selection in Selby-Bigge: British Moralists. Vol. IL)

(d) Kant.
KANT: CRITIQUE OF PRAGTICAL REASON
AND OTHER WORKS ON THE THEORY OF
Trans. T. K. Al bol

.

:::>o‘-
e

D. Broad: Fice Types afﬂh.ml Theory: (Kan).
B Lindsay: Kanl.

. J. Paton: The Cakfon:ul Imperative,

Paon: The Moral Law or Kanl's Growndwark of
Ut Metaphysc of Morals.

Chapter IX. TIIE STANDARD AS PLEASURE.
p\«‘ro I’HILEBUS.

J. BENTHAM: INTRODUCTION TO THE PRIN-

GIPLES OF AORALS AND LEGISLATION.

J. S. MILL: UTILITARIANISM.

H. SIDGWICK: METHODS OF ETHICS.

*(C. D. Broad: Five Types of Ethical Theory: Sidguick.)

W. T. Stace: The Concept of Morals,

H. Rashdall: The Theory of Good and Eoil (for ‘Ideal
Ulacianiam).

J. M. Key atise on Probabiliy (for a discussion
of probabiliy in the Utitarian Caleuls).

E. Albee: History of English Utiltarianism.

Leslic Stephen: The English Utiltarians.
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Chapter X. THE STANDARD AS DETERMINED BY EVOLUTION.
P. Geddes and J. A. Thomson: Evoluon (Home Univer-
sity Library).
H. SPENCER: DATA OF ETHICS.
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